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IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


x In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 

special valuation and at low rates. 
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N, Et SOCIETY. 

VAY’ ESTABLISHED 1836. 

_EMEN FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
ICERS INCOME - - - -+ = £390,000 
PLK TO YEARLY BUSINESS -_ - $1,000,000 
— BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £11,700,000 


!HE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 
PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wirxovur Prorrrts. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 








According to last results. 
MAYFAl . ; 
3.W. Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
Ss. Duration | 10 yrs. 20 yrs. ‘| 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. 
“Retna | pemennenii’ 
] a _ Amount of Policy £1,199 | £1,438 £1,724 £2,067 | 
io. Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir wit be seen from the Long Vacation notice, which we 
print elsewhere, that Mr. Justice Joyce will, until further notice, 
act as Vacation Judge, and will sit in King’s Bench Court 1, at 
11 a.m., on Wednesday in every week, commencing on the 14th 
inst., to hear applications in Court ; and will sit for the disposal 
of King’s Bench business in Judges’ Chambers on Tuesday and 
Thursday in every week, commencing on the 15th inst. 





THE GENERAL arrangements for the Annual Provincial Meet- 
ing of the Incorporated Law Society on the 8th, 9th, and 10th 
of October are now complete, and will be found detailed in the 
circular which we print elsewhere. They include a dinner at 
the Town Hall, or in the hall of one of the colleges, and a con- 
versazione at the New University Schools. The place of meet- 
ing and the president should render the gathering an attractive 
one. 





Ir arrears to be now certain that the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Bill, which was introduced by the Lord Chancellor to 


relieve the arrears in the Court of Appeal, will not pass into law 
this session. Meanwhile, it is stated that, pending their proposed 


transfer to another tribunal for trial, workmen’s com tion 
cases have not been heard by the Court of Appeal for some 
months past, and that the number of these cases now awaiting 
hearing is over fifty. 





AmonG THE other measures which are to be sacrificed at the 
close of the present session of Parliament is the Bill for 
enabling the Incorporated Law Society to withhold the 
certificates of bankrupt solicitors. It is-greatly to be regretted 
that this Bill should have fallen a victim to the strange 
legislative paralysis which seems likely to prevent the passing 
into law of any measure not introduced by the Government. 





THE REITREMENT from the Judicial Committee of Lord 
Hosuovss, at the age of eighty-one years, is a matter of consider- 
able regret. He has had a singularly varied career, commencing 
with many years’ practice at the Chancery Bar, succeeded by 
service as a charity and endowed schools commissioner, then as 
legal adviser to the Governor-General of India, and finally, since 
1877, as a member of the Judicial Committee. In this last 
capacity he became distinguished as an ee in Indian law, 
and in this respect his loss will be severely felt. 





WE ake informed by Sir Kennerns Murr Mackenzie that 
there was a mistake in the Rules of the Supreme Court, a copy 
of which was forwarded to us and was printed ante, p. 651. 
The word “time” in Rule 1 should be ‘‘trial” both in lines 
6 and 8. 





THE Question raised and decided by Bucktey, J., in Barnard 
Castle District Council v. Wilson, is of considerable importance— 
viz.: whether a supply of water to the proprietors of a school 
for the purpose of a swimming-bath for the pupils is a supply 
“for domestic purposes” or ‘‘for any e, manufacture or 
business.” If the former view be correct, the water must be 
supplied in consideration of a water rate payable according to 
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the annual value of the tenement supplied: if the latter, the 
local authority (or other undertakers so authorized by the special 
Act) may supply the water upon conditions to be agreed 
on between them and the persons requiring the supply: 
see Waterworks Clauses Acts, 1847, ss. 35, 68-74; 1868, 
ss. 12, 13; Public Health Act, 1875, ss. 56, 57,65. In the 
resent case the school was not carried on for profit, any surplus 
ds being applied for charitable purposes: a bath with a 
ps oa of 35,000 gallons had been provided for the use of the 
scholars. It is clear that a school is for many purposes a trade 
or business, even though it is not carried on for profit: Rolls v. 
Miller, 27 Ch., D. 71. But the swimming-bath, in the view of 
the learned judge, was a mere incident of the business of 
carrying on the school, and could not be treated as a business 
by itself; water supplied for a fixed bath for a private 
individual is supplied for domestic purposes, and the 
same would be the case if the fixed bath were a swimming- 
bath. In a sense, of course, all the water supplied 
to a school is supplied for the purpose of a business, 
for without it the business of the schoolmaster could not be 
carried on; but no one would assert that the water supplied for 
a hand-basin in a school was not supplied for a domestic pur- 
pose. If a swimming-bath is substituted for the basin, the 
change is one of degree only—the use of the water is none the 
less domestic. In fact, the inmates of a school must, according 
to the learned judge, be treated as the members of one family, 
and the fact that they are brought together in connection with a 
business is immaterial: for this view the judgment of Lord 
Corzrinesr, C.J., in Liskeard Union v. Liskeard Waterworks Co. 
(7 Q. B. D. 505), is a distinct authority ; but the question is not 
free from difficulty. 





Tue Hovse of Lords, in Dovey v. Cory (Times, 2nd inst.), 
have affamed, though for different reasons, the decision of the 
Court of Appeal (Re National Bank of Wales, 48 W. R. 99; 
1899, 2 Ch. 627) exempting Mr. Jonn Cory, one of the directors 
of the National Bank of Wales, from the liability imposed upon 
him by Wricar, J., to refund £37,000 in respect of dividends 
said to have been improperly paid out of capital. Bad debts, 
it appears, had been entered in the annual balance-sheets as 
good assets, no proper provision being made for writing them 
down, and there was in consequence a loss which Wriaeur, J., 
held ought to have been made good out of current profits before 
any dividend was paid. As this was not done, he treated 
the dividends as being paid out of capital, with the result 
that the directors were liable to refund the amount. The 
Court of Appeal took a different view of the transaction. In 
—_ of fact the losses on the capital account had been incurred 

efore the dividends were paid, and at the time they were paid 
the annual receipts exceeded the annual outgoings, so that they 
really came, as they should have done, out of the balance on 
the profit and loss account, and not out of capital. Hence the 
directors had not acted ultra vires, and there was no liability to 
replace the dividends. The House of Lords have avoided a 
discussion of the exact difference between capital and profits, and 
have decided the case upon grounds which hold good generally 
in favour of directors who, while they attend to their proper 
duties, fail to examine into all the routine of the business they 
control. Had Mr. Cory gone carefully into the details of 
the accounts, he might have discovered the nature of the 
debts which were made the foundation of his liability. But 
to do so was no part of his business, and he was entitled to 
rely upon the statements of the general manager. According to 
the judgment of the Lord Chancellor, the true state of affairs 
was fraudulently withheld from his knowledge, and under these 
circumstances he was not liable. He was not, Lord Haussury 
observed, bound to turn himself into an auditor, a managing 
director, and chairman, and find out whether auditors, managing 
directors, and chairman were deceiving him. In the manage- 
ment of a banking business devolution of work is essential, and 
no director should be held responsible for matters which it is not 
his special duty to inquire into, and which have been fraudulently 
kept from his knowledge. It being thus unnecessary to decide 
whether the dividends had been paid out of capital, Lord Hats- 
BuRY forbore to express any opinion on the point, commenting 
upon the difficulty of dealing with such questions in the abstract. 





As a matter of fact the subject has been pretty well settled for 
cases of common occurrence by the decisions of the Court of 
Appeal in Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. (37 W. R. 321, 41 Ch. D. 1) 
an subsequent cases, and it is one upon which, as Lord Mao. 
NAGHTEN observed, it is not desirable ‘to formulate precise rules 
for the guidance or embarrassment of business men in the 
conduct of business affairs.” 





Tue case of MacDowell vy. The London and Edinburgh Insurance 
Co., recently decided by one of the Divisional Courts of the 
King’s Bench Division, seemed at one time likely to raise 
several points of much interest to life insurance companies. It 
was an appeal from the judge of the Whitehaven County Court 
in an action brought by the plaintiff against the defendant 
company to recover £31 15s., being the amount of premiums 
which he had paid them in respect of a policy effected by him 
on the life of one Hucn Fioop. The plaintifi’s case was that 
he had been induced to enter into the policy by the false and 
fraudulent misrepresentation of the defendants or their agent, 
and alternatively he sought to recover the amount of the 
premiums as money paid by him without consideration. At the 
hearing the plaintiff was called, and stated that he was a shoe 
maker, and that in 1889, when Huan Froop was in his 
employment, one Rupp, an agent of the defendants, sug- 
gested to him that he should insure Ftroop’s life 
with the company. The plaintiff alleged that he told 
Rupp that he had no right to insure Froop’s life, as 
he was no relation of his. Fioop, who was present, consented 
to the plaintiff insuring his life, and Rupp said, ‘‘I will make it 
all right, I will get a will.” Rupp then produced a form of 
will by Fioop in favour of the plaintiff which Foon signed, but 
which was never attested. The plaintiff then signed a proposal 
in which he declared that he had an insurable interest in the 
life of Ftoop and the insurance was effected. By one of the 
conditions incorporated in the policy, ‘‘no assurance shall be 
effected with the company by any person on the life of any other 
person wherein the person effecting the assurance shall have no 
interest, and every assurance made contrary to the 
meaning hereof shall be null and void, and the premiums 
paid thereon shall be forfeited to the company.” Twelve 
years had elapsed since the policy was effected, Rupp 
could not be found, and the plaintiff explained that 
he had, quite recently, discovered that he had no insur 
able interest in the life of Froop (who was still living), 
and that he wanted to get back the money which he had paid 
as premiums to the company. The county court judge found 
that the plaintiff was deceived by the allegation that “it was 
all right,” when, in fact, he had no insurable interest, and gave 
judgment in his favour. The case was a singular one. Oom- 
panies have occasionally set up the objection that the plaintiff 
had no insurable interest in actions to recover the amount 
insured by the policy, but it is not a defence to which they 
willingly resort, and in the present instance it did not appear 
that they had the slightest wish to repudiate the policy. The 
plaintiff was, however, entitled to contend that the company 
might go on receiving the premiums until Fioon’s death, and 
that there was then nothing to prevent them from contending 
then that there was no insurable interest. And if a case should 
arise in which a company, after inquiry at their office as to 
whether there was a sufficient interest, were, upon due con- 
sideration and with full knowledge of the facts, to inform the 
proposer that there was nothing to render the insurance invalid, 
it would seem strange that they should, after receiving the 
premiums for some years, be at liberty to disclaim all liability 
on the policy on the ground that there was no insurable 
interest. But the Divisional Court was not called upon # 
decide any such question. They found that all matters of 
fact were in the common knowledge of both parties, and that 
Rupp’s statement amounted at the most to 4 misrepresentation 
of the law. There was, therefore, no evidence whatever of 
fraud, and the plaintiff was not entitled to recover. It becam 
unnece' to consider whether, in any event, Rupp ha 
authority to bind the plaintiff by a fraudulent representation, 
and whether the fact that Froop was in the employment @ 
the plaintiff gave the plaintiff an insurable interest in his 
life. 
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APppEALs FROM inferior courts now form an important branch 
of the business of the High Court, but the rights of an 
appellant are still to some extent restricted. The old common 
law did not favour appeals, and almost the only substitute for 
them which it provided was the writ of error, in the case of 
some manifest error disclosed on the face of the record. When, 
however, the new county courts were established, the subject of 
appeals was considered by the Legislature and provision was 
made for an appeal on questions of law; the commissioners 
appointed to inquire into the procedure thinking that “ appeals 
on questions of fact tended to promote litigation and increase 
expense.” But how were the facts raising the question of law 
to be brought before the court on the hearing of the appeal? The 
earlier County Court Acts provided that the appeal should be by 
special case agreed on by both parties, but if they could not 
agree the judge was to settle and sign it. This form of appeal, 
by case stated and signed by the judge or magistrate whose 
decision is questioned, has been adopted in a number of Acts 
which have since been passed and which it would be tedious to 
enumerate. But the appellant is often dissatisfied with the 
case as stated by the judge. Complaints are made that the 
judge who signed the case had “stated the appellant out of 
court,” and the question is asked why in every appeal cannot 
the parties bring the whole evidence raising the point 
of law before the superior tribunal? So far as county 
courts are concerned, the Legislature has made the necessary 
concession, and appeals are now by motion upon the judge’s 
notes of the evidence. But in the case of many other 
judicial inquiries the appeal is still by special case. In Rex v. 
General Commissioners for Income Tax for the District of Clerkenwell, 
which came before the Court of Appeal on the 25th of July, it 
appeared, upon appeal from an assessment to income tax, that 
an English kodak company within the district of the commis- 
sioners held shares in an American kodak company, and that 
the commissioners had assessed the English company in respect 
of the profits derived from these shares, on the assumption that 
the English company substantially carried on the business of 
the American company. By the Taxes Management Act, 1880, 
s. 59, upon the determination of any appeal under the Income 
Tax Acts by the commissioners, the appellant, if dissatisfied with 
their determination as being erroneous in point of law, may 
require the commissioners to state and sign a case for the 
opinion of the High Court. The commissioners drew the 
inference that the business of the American company was in 
fact carried on by the English company, and confirmed the 
assessment. ‘The appellants did not avail themselves of the 
procedure under section 59, suggesting that if they did, the 
commissioners would state them out of court, but applied for a 
writ of prohibition to restrain the commissioners from further 
proceeding with the matter, contending that the commissioners 
could not acquire jurisdiction by an erroneous finding of fact. 
The Court of Appeal, after taking time to consider, held that 
the remedy was by appeal and not by way of prohibition, but 
expressed the hope that a case would be stated which would 
put the court in possession of all facts necessary for the proper 
determination of the points raised. 


A rew pAysago a Brentford tradesman was proceeded against 
in the local police court for obstructing an electric tramcar. 
His answer to the charge was that his cart was standing by the 
kerb in connection with his business, and that he sometimes had 
to move it as o{ten as six times in ten minutes to let cars go by. 
Upon being satisfied as to the merits of this defence, Mr. 
Montacu Suarrx, the presiding magistrate, expressed his 
opinion that the defendant had quite as much right to carry on 

is business without interference from the tramway company 
as the company had to carry on their business without 
interference from him; and that he had a right to 

cep his cart standing at the kerb as long as was reason- 
ably necessary for the purposes of his business. This 
view of the law is one which the London United Tramways 

pany can hardly afford to accept without challenge. 
If it is upheld or acquiesced in, it will to a great extent 
impede the working of these tramways. It is to be 
Roticed that throughout the greater part of the town 


of Brentford the lines of this company are laid within 
two feet of the kerb. As there is a very frequent service, 
it is clear that a tradesman who desires to load or unload 
a cart must either constantly move his cart during the process, or 
else obstruct the tramway and cause the car to wait till the 
process is complete. The question is, must he move 
immediately on demand, or is he entitled to keep his cart by 
the kerb for so long a time as is reasonably necessary for loading 
or unloading. Now, irrespective of tramways, it appears that 
any person whose house or shop fronts a highway has a right to 
occupy that highway with a vehicle in order to lawfully load or 
unload, provided he does so with all due dispatch. As Lord 
Extensorovcs said, ‘‘ If an unreasonable time is occupied in the 
operation of delivering beer from a brewer’s dray into the 
cellar of a publican, this is certainly a nuisance. A cart or 
waggon may be unloaded at a gateway, but this must be done 
with promptness.” 





By sxction 28 of the Towns Police Clauses Act, 1847, every 
person having the care of any waggon, cart, or carriage, 
‘“‘who by obstructing the street wilfully prevents any person 
or carriage from passing” is liable to a penalty. By the 
same section, however, “every person who causes any sledge, 
truck or barrow, with or vithout horses, to stand longer 
than is necessary for loading or unloading goods”’ is liable to 
a penalty. These latter words seem to throw some light on 
the meaning of “ wilfully.” It is submitted that a person who 
stands only so long as is necessary to load or unload does not 
“wilfully” obstruct, or ‘‘ wilfully” prevent any person or 
carriage from passing. The next point to be considered is 
whether this principle ig affected by the fact that the carriage 
obstructed by the loading or unloading is a tramcar which 
must keep on the rails, and cannot diverge from its course in order 
to pass the stationary cart. Now section 50 of the Tramways 
Act, 1870, provides that, ‘‘ If any person, without lawful excuse, 
wilfully does, or causes to be done, anything in such manner as 
to obstruct any carriage using a tramway” he shall be liable to 
a penalty. Hence no penalty can be inflicted if there is a 
“lawful excuse” for the obstruction. It may well be argued 
that the necessary loading or unloading in front of a man’s 
premises is a lawful excuse, and that tramway owners have no 
superior rights in this respect to the rights of other owners of 
vehicles. It seems, therefore, that Mr. Monracu Sarre is 
probably right in his view of the law; and if his decision stands, 
much trouble is probably in store for the tramwaycompany. A 
speedy service of electric tramcars is no doubt a great convenience 
to the public, but where these great cars run at very short 
intervals in each direction through a narrow street of shops, very 
great inconvenience is caused to local tradesmen ; and it is easy 
to understand the point of view of these tradesmen when they 
contend that the company should be compelled to widen the 
road if they are to run cars on double lines without interruption. 





A LETTER upon ad valorem stamp duty, which we print else- 
where, illustrates the curious perversity of the official mind. An 
equitable mortgagee of leasehold property, upon the bankruptcy 
of the mortgagor, agreed to take over the property from the 
trustee at the sum—£650—at which he had valued it for the 
purpose of his security. The assignment duly recited the 
circumstances, which shewed the real consideration, and had the 
draftsman been contented with this, the deed would, of course, 
have been subject to an ad valorem duty of £3 5s, Unfortu- 
nately he went further; and since, in his view, the deed 
did not admit of £650 being stated as the consideration in 
the ordinary place, he followed an old practice and 
filled the gap by inserting a nominal consideration of 
5s. Thereupon the officials at Somerset House gravely 
say that the actual consideration is £650 5s., and since the 
figure has run into another £50, a further 5s. is chargeable. Of 
course, everyone knows that the insertion of the nominal 
consideration is meaningless, and the officials, at any rate, ought 
to know that duty now depends on the real consideration as 
appearing from all the facts and ciroumstances set forth in the 
instrument, and not, as under the old law, on the consideration 





expressed. It is perfectly clear that the 5s. does not rank as an 
. 
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actual money consideration, and that it is no part of the 
sum on which duty is payable. But in these cases the public 
and the profession are at the mercy of the department, and when 
a matter will not bear the expense of litigation there is no option 
but to pay. It seems that a nominal consideration is still of 
use where a term is created in favour of trustees (Elphinstone’s 
Introduction to Conveyancing, 4th ed., p. 72), and we believe it 
is customary to insert it in transfers made upon a mortgage of 
shares; but for all other cases it should be treated as obsolete. 
Its insertion can do no good, and, as the present instance shows, 
it may sometimes do harm. 





WE REcENTLY referred (antec, p. 665) to the case of Campbell 
Davys v. Lloyd (ante, p. 670), in which the Court of Appeal 
repudiated the right of private individuals to go upon a man’s 
land for the purpose of restoring a bridge over which there had 
been a public highway. The ground alleged for this right was 
that the non-repair was a nuisance which any member of the 
public was entitled to abate, but, unfortunately for the defend- 
ants, who appear to have acted with more public spirit than 
legal caution, the case of Earl of Lonsdale v. Nelson (2B. & OC. 
302) has already established a distinction between the abate- 
ment of nuisances due to acts of commission and of nuisances 
due to acts of omission. In that case it was alleged that 
there was a public port within the manor of the plaintiff, 
and a certain ancient work necessary for the preserva- 
tion of the port, and that the defendants entered to repair the 
work. The case went against the defendants partly on the 
ground of their omission to allege that they had occasion to 
use the port; but considerable doubt was expressed whether, 
except in one particular case, there is any right in the public to 
abate a nuisance caused simply by acts of omission. ‘‘ Nuisances 
by an act of commission,” said Bzst, J., ‘‘are committed in 
defiance of those whom such nuisances injure, and the injured 
party may abate them without notice to the person who com- 
mitted them ; but there is no decided case which sanctions the 
abatement by an individual of nuisances from omission, except 
that of cutting the branches of trees which overhang a public 
road, or the private property of the person who cuts them.” 
As to this exception, reference may be made to Lemmon v. 
Webb (1895, A. C. 1), where the right to cut branches of trees 
overhanging an adjoining owner’s property was affirmed. Of 
course it may be said that the admission of one such exception 
shews that the distinction is not a matter of principle, and that 
it must give way to considerations of convenience. But there 
are no pressing reasons for taking the construction of bridges 
out of the hands of the proper authorities, and at any rate— 
so the Court of Appeal have held—private individuals are not 
at liberty to commit a trespass for this purpose. The right to 
summarily abate a nuisance is one that should be exercised only 
in clear cases of wilful infringement of public rights. 





Ir 18 OFTEN a matter of difficulty to determine, in a particular 
case, whether a defect of county court jurisdiction is capable of 
being waived by the parties. The decisions governing this sub- 
ject are not always easy to apply to concrete cases, though they 
appear broadly to establish, as abstract propositions, that while a 
partial want of jurisdiction may be waived (see Moore v. Gamgee, 
38 W. R. 669, 25 Q. B. D. 214) a total want of it cannot be cured 
in like manner. In the recent case of Alderson v. Palliser, the 
Court of Appeal reiterated another general principle on this 
subject—namely, that where the want of jurisdiction appears 
upon the face of the proceedings, neither the conduct nor the 
express consent of the parties can supply it. In that case, 
leave to issue a judgment summons out of the district of 
the county court in which the judgment had been obtained, was 
granted, and a committal order ultimately made, on an affidavit 
admittedly insufficient for the purpose, it not being in 
accordance with Form 52a, Aygentis H, to the County 
Court Rules, 1889, which provide that ‘‘the application for 
leave shall be made upon affidavit according to the form in 
the Appendix” (ord. 25 r. 14a). It was, therefore, held, in 


accordance with McIntosh v. Simpkins (1901, 1 Q. B. 487 ©. A.), 


to the exercise of jurisdiction under section 5 of the Debtors 
Act, 1869, and that, under these circumstances, there was a 
sufficient disclosure on the face of the proceedings of the want 
of jurisdiction complained of, since, before the county court 
judge could legally make a committal order in such @ case, he 
was bound, by statute, to have the prescribed affidavit before 
him. Without venturing to criticise this decision, we would 
point out thet, while in the case under consideration no objec- 
tion seems to have been taken to the defective character of the 
affidavit until after the making of the committal order, in 
MeIntosh v. Simpkins (supra) the effect of waiver of jurisdiction 
was really not in question, as. there the affidavit was objected 
to at the proper time. 





THE CIRCUMSTANCES under which an order will be made by the 
High Court, for the removal thereto, by certiorart, under section 
126 of the County Courts Act, 1888, of an action pending in the 
county court were considered by a Divisional Court in the 
recent case of Re A Plaint in the Huntingdon County Court, The 
Urban District Council of the Borough of Godmanchester v, 
Hooley. There the action sought to be removed was brought 
to recover expenses incurred by the plaintiffs (a highway 
authority) in repairing a certain highway, damaged, as 
alleged, by the defendant causing, by means of a traction 
engine, an excessive weight and extraordinary traffic to pass 
along it. The substantial question in issue between the 
parties being whether the plaintiffs had provided a road 
reasonably fit for all ordinary traffic, it was held that no 
case for the issue of a certiorari had been established, and 
that the county court was a competent tribunal to decide 
such a question. It cannot be too strongly affirmed that, though 
the section of the County Courts Act, 1888 (s. 126), which 
governs the subject of removal of county court actions to the 
High Court, provides that an order for the issue of a certiorart 
can be made “if the High Court, or a judge thereof, shall deem 
it desirable that the action shall be tried in the High Court”; 
yet, in practice, no such order will be made, in the absence of 
special circumstances indicating that the case is one of general 
public importance or of difficulty (see Rees v. Williams, 7 Exch. 
51; Longbottom v. Longbottom, 8 Exch. 208 ; Solomon v. London, 
Chatham, and Dover Railway Co, 10 W. R. 59), aud that, save 
at the instance of the Crown, the writ of certiorari is not granted 
as of course, but only ex debito justitic. 


TRADE UNIONS AND CONSPIRACY. 


Iv has been commonly supposed that Allen v. Flood (46 W. BR. 
258; 1898, A. C. 1) was a case of special importance. It was 
thought to raise generally the right of trade unionists to serve 
their own purposes by interfering with the business or occupa- 
tion of persons who displeased them, and before arriving ata 
decision the House of Lords revived an almost obsolete practice 
and summoned eight of the judges to give their opinions. Of 
the eight, there were six who advised that there was a good 
cause of action against ALLEN, the representative of the trade 
union, and two who advised to the contrary. The House of 
Lords was itself divided, but the majority—Lords Warsoy, 
Herscuett, Macnacuten, Suanp, Davey, and Jamzs—agreed 
with the minority of the judges (Marnzew and Waicgart, JJ.), 
and Lord Hatssury, C.,and Lords AsHsourne and Morris 
were left in a minority. The short effect of the decision 
was that interference by A. with B. in his occupation is 
not actionable, notwithstanding that it is done maliciously 
—that is, with the object of benefiting A. at the expense 
of B., and that it results in actual damage to B. In 
Quinn vy. Leathem (Times, 6th inst.), however, decided by 
the House of Lords on Monday, a gloss has been put on Allen 
v. Flood which deprives it of all effect so far as trade unions 
are concerned, and a principle has been laid down which, if 
adopted, would deprive all decisions of any utility except so far 
as regards future cases raising identically the same point. 

Before proceeding further it will be convenient to state shortly 
the facts both in Allen v. Flood and Quinn vy. Leathem. In the 
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in the employ of the Glengall Iron Co. The boiler makers in 
the same employ, who were members of the Boilermakers’ Union, 
objected to Froop and Tayzor because the latter had on a 
former occasion worked in iron, and not, as they should have 
done on the boilermakers’ contention, solely in wood. They 
determined, therefore, that FLoopand Taytor should be dismissed, 
and ALLEN, a delegate of the union, waited on an official of the 
company, and represented that unless the obnoxious men were 
sent away the rest would go out on strike. Froop and Taytor, 
accordingly, were dismissed ; and, as they were engaged by the 
day, this was effected without any breach of contract with them. 
The jury found that AtLen had maliciously induced the company 
to discharge the men. In the House of Lords it was pointed 
out by several of the law lords who decided in favour of ALLEN’s 
non-liability, that he had, in fact, very little to do with the 
dismissal; and that he merely represented to the company 
what the probable consequence would be if Froop and 
TayLoR were not dismissed, a consequence over which he 
had himself no control. If this was so, the question of 
malice could hardly arise as against him, for the malice was 
in the boiler makers. ALLEN was only a well-intentioned inter- 
mediary trying to keep the peace, This is the view of the facts 
which is now said to have underlain the decision of the majority, 
and it is not surprising that against ALLEN there was no cause 
ofaction. ‘ Truly,” says Lord LinDLey, ‘‘to inform a person 
that others, not under the control of the informant, will annoy 
or injure him unless he acts in a particular way cannot of itself 
be actionable, whatever the motive or intention of the informant 
may have been.” 

But while this view of Axizn’s conduct was suggested in the 
House of Lords, it was not the view incorporated in the verdict 
of the jury, nor—if we may say so, with due respect to the Lord 
Chancellor and his colleagues—was it the view on which the judg- 
ments of the majority were based. Ocrtainly Lords Watson 
and Herscnern—to mention no others— would not have 
expressed themselves with such minuteness and at such length 
had they thought that the case might be dismissed in this 
manner. Their judgments, it seems to us, proceed upon the 
supposition that ALLEN was not a mere intermediary, but that, 
whatever may have been his actual control over the unionists, 
he made statements which had the effect of procuring the 
dismissal of Fioop and Taytor, and that, in so doing, he had 
interfered with these men in their occupation. Otherwise there 
was no reason for referring to Keeble v. Hickeringill(11 East547n), 
and to the alleged doctrine that every man is entitled to pursue 
his own business without interference. Moreover, if ALLEN was 
not the efficient means of procuring the discharge of the men, 
there was no object in discussing and over-ruling Zemperton v. 
Russell (41 W. R. 565; 1893, 1 Q.B. 715). Really, however, the 
whole importance of the case lies in the fact that ALLEN was 
assumed to be the efficient means of procuring the discharge of 
Froop and Taytor, and that his intervention was malicious. 
Lord Hatssury held that against such interference they were 
entitled to be protected. “I think,” he said, “their right to 
employ their labour as they will is a right both recognized by the 
law and sufficiently guarded by its provisions to make any 
undue interference with that right an actionable wrong.” Lord 
Herscuxt. insisted on the correlative right of every man to 
work as and with whom he pleased. ‘‘A man’s right not to 
work or not to pursue a particular trade or calling, or to deter- 
mine when, or where, or with whom he will work is in law a 
right of precisely the same nature, and entitled to just the same 
een as ¥ man’s right to trade or work”; and Lord 

ERSCHELL failed to see in ALLEN’s conduct towards the 
Glengall Iron Co. any coercion or intimidation of an unlawful 
nature. The company were informed what the unionists 
proposed to do, and they consulted their own a Amterests by 

smissing Froop and Tay.or. 

It is submitted, therefore, that the case of Allen v. Flood was 
decided upon the ground that ALLEN brought no «legal pressure 
to bear upon the company to induce them to dismiss Fioop and 
Taytor, and that the resulting interference with these men was 
not actionable, notwithstanding that ALLEN was actuated by 
malice, Turning now to the case of Quinn v. Leathem, the facts 
May be shortly stated as follows: Learnem, who was a 
butcher at Lisburn, near Belfast, had been in the habit of 








supplying Muncx, a butcher at Belfast, with meat to the 
a = of £20 or £30 a week. Quin and the four other 
defendants were officials or members of a trade union known 
as the Belfast Journeymen Butchers and Assistants’ Asso- 
ciation. Lzarnem employed some men who were not 
members of the union, and the unionists required that they 
should be dismissed. Lxzarnem refused, and thereupon the 
unionists determined to strike at him through Munce. Munce 
was required to cease to take meat from THEM on pain of 
having his workmen withdrawn. Muncz gave way, and 
LxaTuEm having lost the custom, brought the action against the 
defendants. Comparing this case with Allen v. Flood, it will be 
found that, but for one circumstance, they are practically 
identical. LzarHem is in the place of FLoop and Taytor ; Munce 
of the Glengall Iron Oo.; and Quinn and his co-defendants in 
the place of Attzn. In the earlier case the unionists, by repre- 
senting that workmen will be withdrawn, compel the company 
to discharge Fioop and Tayzor; in the later, the unionists by 
the same means compel Munce to cease to deal with Lzaruem. 
There were other circumstances in Quinn v. Leathem—notably 
the publication of a black list—which were not without their 
weight in the result, but the above are all that it is essential to 
state. 

The point that differentiates the two cases is that in Quinn v. 
Leathem the statement of claim, in addition to charging the 
defendants with interference with LzeatHem and his customers, 
separately charged them with maliciously conspiring to do the 
acts complained of with intent to injure the plaintiff in his trade 
or business, and that he was so injured. Now whether con- 
spiracy gives a cause of action is a question which was left 
unsettled by Allen v. Flood, and which was very proper to bring 
before the House of Lords; but it was hardly to be anticipated 
that that tribunal would start upon the consideration of 
it by withdrawing from Allen v. a part of what 
has hitherto been regarded as its legitimate effect. Indeed, if 
the principle laid down by the Lord 7, commer veh is to be accepted, 
it is difficult to see how any decision ‘can be used as a guide 
except for a case raising identically the same point. “A case,” 
he says, “is only an authority for what it actually decides. I 
entirely deny that it can be quoted for a proposition that may 
seem to follow logically from it. Such a mode of reasoning 
assumes that the law is necessarily a logical code, whereas every 
lawyer must acknowledge that the law is not always logical at 
all.” That the law is full of inconsistencies and difficulties may 
be admitted, but this is perhaps the first time that it has been 
distinctly stated that a lawyer is not safe in advising his client 
according to logical conclusions from decided cases. How, upon 
such a theory, any reliable advice can be given at all it is not 
easy to say. But there is the theory, and it been enunciated 
by the highest authority on the Bench. 

Having regard to the treatment thus accorded to Allen v. Flood, 
it is not surprising that the decision in the present case hardly 
deals satisfactorily with the question whether the element of 
conspiracy renders actionable conduct that would otherwise not 
be actionable. The point was considered just after the decision 
in Allen v. Flood by Danuta, J., in Huttley v. Simmons (1898, 
1 Q. B., 181), and it was held that if conduct was otherwise law- 
ful, the fact that it was done by several in combination does not 
make it unlawful. This, indeed, seems to be a fair deduction 
from the Mogul case (40 W. R., 337; 1892, A. 0.25). “Asa 
rule,” said aa LJ., in the Oourt of Ap in that 
case, “it is the damage wrongfully done, and not the 
conspiracy, that is the gist of actions in the case for conspiracy,” 
and Lord Hatssury said “If no legal right has been interfered 
with, and no legal inju inflicted, it is vain to say that the 
thing might have been done by an individual, but cannot be 
done by a combination of persons.” This means, of course, 
that conspiracy is not in i a cause of action, and it plausibly 
follows, from the Mogul case and Allen v. Flood, that conduct 
which is not actionable if done maliciously by one person is 
equally not actionable if done maliciously in combination by 
several, 

But while this seems to be a fair conclusion from the cases, it 
is not a necessary deduction from them; and there seems no 
reason why the question should not have been fairly met 
without whittling down dilen v. Flood. Some attempt 
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to do this was made in the judgment of Lord Linptey. 
‘<T¢ is said,” he observed, ‘‘ that conduct which is not actionable on 
the part of one person cannot be actionable if it is that of 
several acting in concert. This may be so when many do no 
more than one is supposed to do. But numbers may annoy 
and coerce where one may not. Annoyance and coercion by 
many may be s0 intolerable as to become actionable and produce 
@ result which one alone could not produce.” That is the very 
point; but, with deference, it seems to us that Allen v. Flood 
should have been accepted as shewing that conduct such as 
that in question is lawful if done by one, and the question 
whether several, by reason of their greater strength, are 
debarred from doing in concert what one may do alone should 
have been definitely settled. In favour of such a view there is 
much to be said, and sympathy is naturally elicited in favour of 
&@ man exposed to such persecution as Learnem suffered. But 
a satisfactory decision could not have been arrived at without 
carefully distinguishing the Mogul case. As it is, this latest 
decision will make it very difficult to state what effect is in 
future to be given both to Allen v. Flood and to the Mogul case. 





CAN A SPECIAL POWER OF APPOINTMENT BE 
EXERCISED BY ANTICIPATION IN A WILL? 


Tar a general power of appointment may be well exercised by 
a will executed previously to the creation of the power is now 
well settled law: Boyes v. Cook (14 Ch. D. 53) and Airey v. 
Bower (12 A. ©. 263). But this rule appears to be the result of 
the Dap operation of sections 24 and 27 of the Wills Act, 
which, by making a general devise or bequest operate as an 
execution of a general power, and by making a will speak from 
the death of the testator as to the property therein comprised, 
raises a legal presumption of intention to exercise an after- 
acquired general power. But these sections do not apply to 
special powers: Re Wells (42 Ch. D. 646) and Re Williams (ibid, 
p- 93). Accordingly, in attempting to give an answer to the 
question put above, oné is driver. back on the general law apart 
from the Wills Act. The point has never been authoritatively 
decided. An opportunity for its decision arose in the recent 
case of Re Hayes (reported elsewhere); but the court was able 
to decide that case on the simple ground of intention, and 
expressly declined to decide whether, as a matter of law, it 
is possible to exercise a special power of appointment by 
anticipation. 

In Re Hayes, the question was whether a power to appoint a life 
interest in certain funds, created by a will dated in 1893, which 
came into operation on the death of the testator in 1895, was 
exercised by the will, dated in 1884, of the donee of the power 
(who died in 1899), which, after a gift of some pecuniary 
legacies, proceeded in these terms: ‘‘I give all the residue of 
the property over which at the time of my decease I shall have 
a disposing power ”’ to trustees, upon trust to sell and invest and 
pay the income to the testator’s wife for life. Bynwz, J. (1900, 
2 Ch. 332) held that the power was not exercised, and, in giving 
udgment, drew attention to the statement in Farwell on 
Powers (2nd Edition, p. 226), to the effect that there is no case 
in the books in which it had been determined that the above- 
mentioned rule as to exercising general powers by anticipation 
applied to special powers, and pointed out that in the case of 
Stillman v. Weedon (16 Sim. 26) it was expressly held that a 
special power created by a document subsequent in date to the 
will purporting to exercise the power was well exercised by that 
will; but the learned judge also pointed out that that decision 
was professedly based on sections 24 and 27 of the Wills Act, 
a.ratio decidendi which could not be supported in view of the later 
decisions on these sections (see supra). It is doubtful if the case 
of Stiliman vy. Weedon can be supported at all (see Sug. Pow., 
p. 307, 8th ed.). It certainly is not a clean decision in favour 
of the legal point in question. 

In Re Hayes, betore the Court of Appeal, it was strenuously 
urged by the appellants that there was no legal objection to the 
exercise of special powers by anticipation, as they were not in 
the nature of trusts (see Le Radcliffe, 1892, 1 Ch. 227). On the 
other side, dicta to the contrary of Sir Joun Romitzy in Walker vy. 
Armatrong (21 Beav., at p. 305), and Cowper v. Maniell, (22 Beav. 











223), and of Wexstsury, L.C., in Thomas v. Jones (1 De G. J, 
and 8., at p. 78) were quoted. On this point the Court of Appeal 
said: ‘‘ Nor is it, we think, necessary, to decide whether it ig 
possible, as a matter of law, to exercise by anticipation a 
special power which has not been created till after the alleged 
exercise. For even if it were possible to do so, as to which 
see per Romitty, M.R., in Walker v. Armstrong (21 Beay,, 
805), and Cowper v. Mantell (22 Beav., 222)—it could only be 
deemed to be exercised in this case if an intention to exercise it 
could be fairly collected from the words of the will of Hznry 
Hares, the younger, taken as a whole (see Re Milner, 1899, 1 Ch, 
563).” 

The question, therefore, still appears to be left open; but it 
is submitted that the effect of the judgment in Re Hayes is to cast 
a very serious doubt on the soundness of the dicta of Lord 
Romity, and that the following proposition is a correct state. 
ment of the law as it now stands: The presumption must 
always be against inferring an intention to exercise a special 
power of appointment by anticipation, but this presumption may 
be rebutted by very special words in the will or by other special 
circumstances. To take an example. If a testator says: 
“‘ Whereas I may have at the date of my death a power of 
appointing a certain fund to A. B., now I intend by this my 
will to exercise such power, and hereby appoint,” &c., it is 
difficult to see why, if all that is required for the exercise of a 
power is a fair intention to exercise it (see re Milner (supra)), 
the above clause should not operate as a valid exercise of a 
power in favour of A. B., acquired by the testator between the 
date of the execution of his will and his death. Surely these 
words would, to use the language of the Lord Justices in 2% 
Hayes, amount to “ very clear indications in the language of the 
will to found an inference of intention to exercise such power.” 
Of course, such a case can in practice seldom occur ; but cases 
similar to Re Hayes may be of frequent occurrence, and in 
drawing wills it will be well to remember that a will, purporting 
to exercise all powers a testator may have at his death, will not 
operate as an exercise of a special power which is not in 
existence at the date of the will, unless there are “ very clear 
indications in the language of the will to found an inference 
of intention to exercise such special power.” 








REVIEWS. 
MARINE INSURANCE, 


ARNOULD ON THE LAW OF MARINE INSURANCE. SEVENTH 
Epirion. By Epwarp Louis pg Harr, LL.B., ani Rawpa 
Inu1rr Stmey, B.A., Barristers-at-Law. In Two VoLUMES. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The work of re-editing Arnould must have been no light task, and 
the editors are to be congratulated on the success with which it has 
been done. The ever-varying circumstances of maritime business are 
continually introducing new practices in business and new problems 
in the law; and, iv spite of all possible compression, the present 
edition, it is stated in the preface, exceeds all previous editions by 
some 300 pages, With regard to the actual course of insurance 
business, the editors have wisely recognized the expediency of getting 
their information at first havd, and the work has been revised in this 
respect after personal interviews with business men in London and 
elsewhere. In order to be conversant with insurance practice it is 
also necessary to understand the constitution and methods of the 
mutual clubs by which so large a portion of marine insurance is at 
the present day undertaken, and an adequate account of thes 
societies will be found in the chapter on “ Different Classes of 
Insurers in Sea-Policies.” 

Early in the book the text sets out the common yricted form of § 
Lloyd’s policy—a form of club policy is given m the Appendix—and 
specifies the additional clauses which are usually inserted. The 
meaning of the clauses is then considered, the whole of this chapter— 
‘* Form and Contents of Sea Policies””—forming an excellent intro- 
duction to the subject. Chapter V.—‘‘ Of the Assured ; Who may be 
Ivsured”’—deals with a matter which has recently been brought into 
prominence by litigation arising out of the South African war 
Originally, it seems, opinions differed as to the illegality of insuriog 
the property of an alien enemy, but a hundred years ag» strong 
views were entertained as to the impolicy of indemnifying an enemy, 
and Lord Ellenborough succeeded in establishing the rule that n0 
insurance could cover # loss suffered by an alien enemy iu the vourse 
of a war. In the recent case of Driefontein Consoliduted Mines % 
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Janson (Times, June 22) the loss took place before the outbreak of 
hostilities, and the majority of the Court of Appeal declined to stretch 
the doctrine to cover such a case. The course of business in sea 
insurance is detailed in Chapter VI., and the curious practice is 
explained under which the broker is debtor to the underwriter as 
regards premiums, and the assured is debtor to the broker. Conse- 
quently, the assured is only liable to the broker and not to the under- 
writer. On the other hand, the underwriter is directly liable to the 
assured for losses. The practice was, as the editors point out, 
recognized recently in Universo Insurance Co. of Milan v. Merchants’ 
Marine Insurance Oo. (45 W. R. 625; 1897, 2 Q. B. 93), and was held 
not to be confined to a Lloyd’s policy, but to extend to a company’s 

licy. 
Panong the more important matters which are treated with special 
fulness are insurable interest, warranties, express and implied, general 
and particular average, and constructive total loss, and on any of 
these the work will be found to be a mine of judicial precedent and 
actual practice. The chapter on insurable interest includes a useful 
discussion of re-insurance, a practice formerly illegal, but legal since 
1864, and now very prevalent. To the discussion at p. 522 of the 
validity of the continuation clause in a twelve-months’ time policy it 
will be necessary to note up a reference to the Finance Act of this 
year which expressly sanctions the clause. When the Marine 
Insurance Bill, which is printed in the preface, and which has this 
Session been re-introduced by the Lord Chancellor, becomes law, 
doubtless some modification of Arnould will be necessary, but till 
then the present edition will worthily maintain the reputation of the 
work, 


TRADE MARKS. 


Toe Law oF TRADE Marks, TRADE NAMES, AND MERCHANDISE 
MARKS, WITH CHAPTERS ON TRADE SEORET AND TRADE LIBEL, 
AND A Fut CoLLEcTIon oF STATUTES, RULES, Forms, AND 
PRECEDENTS. By D. M. Kerty, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
SEcoND EpiTion by the AuTHOoR and F, G. UNDERHAY, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This bulky volume is a testimony to the vast amount of law which 


case on the point. The subject of trade marks depends so 
much upon judge-made law, that a full statement of the decisions is 
the chief requirement of the practitioner, and this Mr. Kerly has 
fully cutie. The Appendix contaios the statutes, precedents of 
forms on an application to register a trade mark, and of ings and 
orders in actions for infringement and passing off, and much other 
useful matter, Altogether, the book forms an excellent guide to 
trade mark law and practice, 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 
Sir, —Mr. Turner’s letter reminds me of the celebrated instructions 





has of recent years grown up round the subject of trade marks and 
trade names, The Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks Act of 1883, 
by allowing a trade mark to consist of ‘‘a fancy word or words not 
in common use,” stimulated the ingenuity of manufacturers 
and vendors, and at the same time placed before the courts 
a question of no slight difficulty. Ultimately it was settled that 
a “fancy word” must be meaningless as applied to the article 
in question, and hence many words were held to be inadmissible 
on the ground that they were descriptive as well as fanciful 
in the ordinary sense. Thus Compactum was rejected as a 
trade mark for umbrellas, Hlectric for velveteen, Reversi for a game, 
and Sanitas for a disinfectant, though, by the adoption of a some- 
what broader construction, Bovril was allowed to be registered. A 
full list of words rejected or allowed is given at pp. 170,171. The 
Act of 1888, as is well known, was meant to make the task of selecting 
words easier, and instead of the requirement of “‘ fancy words” a 
trade mark was allowed to consist of ‘‘an invented word or words,” 
or ‘a word or words having no reference to the character or quality 
of the goods, and not being a geographical name.” It was not, 
however, till the decision of the House of Lords in the Solio case 
(47 W. R. 152; 1898, A. C. 571) that the complete independence of 
these two clauses was recognized, and that invented words were 
freed from the qualification thet they must not be descriptive. The 
result has been greatly to extend the scope of permissible trade 


marks, and the only question that now has to be considered is whether | g : 
time, and advice to assist, without any practical advantage to them- 


selves. u 
inquiries satisfy me that the thoughtful members of the profession do 


any proposed word is in fact an invented word or not. The recent 
Tejection of U/needa as an invented word shews that there is still room 
for difference of opinion, and even the phrase ‘‘ word or words not to 
be found in any standard dictionary of spoken languages,” proposed | 1 
in Mr. Moulton’s Trade Marks Bill, would probably not altogether 
avoid litigation. 

Another —— to which full consideration is given in the present 
volume is the right of a man to trade under his own name. That 
there is no property in a mere name is illustrated by the recent case 
of the Countess Cowley. But it is different when the name has 
become associated with a particular class of goods, and the law so 
favours the vendor of the goods, that a rival trader who happens to 
have the same name may be debarred from using it, In most cases, | f 


week to you. : 
profe-sion in many instances, 


to defend—‘‘ No case, abuse the plaintiff's attorney.” Mr. Turner 
forgets that the question is not whether my criticisms of the Council 
of tne Incorporated Law Society are in good taste, but whether the 
Council is doing its duty to the profession, which it assumes to 
represent, in the matter of compulsory registration of title. — : 

It is almost certain that if the Council had been sufficiently in 
earnest the Act of 1897 would not have been passed. Now, instead 
of insisting on, and if necessary fighting for, an inquiry into the 
working of the Act, the Council meekly accepts a refusal by the 
Government to assent to an inquiry. If neither the President nor the 


Vice-President is prepared to do what is needful, there cannot be any 
difficulty in fiading some one who would be willivg to do so. 


Solicitors were st one time a powerful body, and still are so if they 


choose to assert themselves. If a reversal of the policy of the Act 
were sought for, one could understand the refusal of the 
but as only an inquiry into its working is asked for, the refusal to 
gravt one is almost self-condemnatory. 


vernment ; 


Joun R. ADAMS. 
66, Cannon-street, Aug. 6. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—I agree in great measure with what Mr. Turner writes last 
I am convinced that the society does its bestSfor the 
and the profession should be very 
ratefal to the many members of the Council who give up valuable 
There always will be some discontented persons, but my 


ot share the views of the more advanced propagandists, and would 


much regret to see them in power. 


This is a matter, however, which I should be glad to see altered. 


It is at present extremely difficult to approach the Council or its 
Officers effectively. I am a member of the society, and have always 
understood it would be 
points of etiquette and every- 
very much disappointed with th: 
points I endeavoured to get assistance upon. 


ready to give advice to its members upon 
, Be procedure. I must say I have been 

the attention that has been given to two 
An eeeake amount of 
lity was proposed, and detail involved, on a most simple question. 
yoony ® y dp think the higher officials should be more accessible 


a Mr. Kerly points out, there has been the element of fraud—that | I gave it up " 

is, a deliberate attempt on the part of the defendant to pass off his|to the members, and that all reasonable help on proper questions 
800ds as those of the plaintiff, and the right to relief can clearly be | should be readily given. X. 
Supported on this ground. But in the recent case of J. H. Cush| Aug. 7. 


(Limited) v. Cash (1901, 18 R. P, ©, 213) there was nothing more tban 
the similiarity of name, and the defendant was prohibited by 
Kekewich, J., from selling under his own name goods 

ar to those of the plaintifis, The case, Mr. Kerly 





AD VALOREM DUTY ON NOMINAL CONSIDERATIONS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 





es, a8 an actual decision, goes further than any other 


Sir,—A creditor in bankruptcy held as security a deposit of deeds 
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of leaseholds by the bankrupt. The creditor valued his security at 
£650, and proved for the balance and received dividend on that. 

Afterwards he agreed with the bankruptcy trustee to take an 
assignment of the leaseholds for the £650, and we prepared an 

ignment reciting the circumstances and inserted a nominal 
consideration of 5s. as paid to the bankruptcy trustee. On sending 
up the deed for stamping ad valorem £3 5s., the Inland Revenue return 
it, refusing to stamp it unless 5s. is psid for the nominal consideration, 
in short, added the 5s. nominal consideration to the real consideration 
and stamping as if an assignment for £650 5s. Did anyone ever hear 
of such a thing before ? 

It may be old-fashioned conveyancing to insert a nominal 
consideration at all, but the law is not to be changed on that account, 


y- 
It would be shameful to put us to the expense of an “‘ adjudication ” 
on such a trumpery point, but what must we do? 
Aug. 6. CONVEYANCERS, 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”-—Ep. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ALDERTON ». J. & J. W. PALLISER. No.1. 2nd August. 


County Oovurr— Practics — Proxreition —JupcMEent Derror Ovrtsipe 
District—AFFIDAVIT ON APPLICATION FOR JUDGMENT SUMMONS—WAIVER 
—Covnry Court Rus, 1889, orp. 25, zn. 144; AppENprx Form 52a. 


Appeal by the defendants from a decision of the Divisional Court 
refusing to grant a writ of prohibition to the judge of the Penrith County 
Court, reported ante p. 617. The plaintiff had obtained, in the county 
court, judgment against the defendants for £15 7s. 4d., and on the 
7th of December, 1900, the judge made an order that this sum should 
be paid by instalments. The order not having been complied with, in 
March, 1901, the plaintiff applied for leave to issue a judgment summons. 
Neither of the defendants resided, or carried on business, or was employed 
within the district of the county court, and consequently the case came 
within ord. 25,r.14a. At the hearing the judge made an order for committal, 
although the affidavit in support of the summons was admittedly 
insufficient, in view of the decision in McIntosh v. Simpkins (1901, 1 Q. B. 
487), to satisfy the rule. The defendants applied for a writ of prohibition, 
but Bucknill, J., refused at chambers to grant one on the ground that the 
defect in the jurisdiction of the county court judge had been waived by 
the defendants partly by a letter written by their solicitor after the 
judgment summons was issued, and partly by certain statements in a 
joint affidavit “by the defendants in answer to the summons. The 
Divisional Court (Ridley and Bigham, JJ.) held that the defect could be, 
and had been, waived by the defendants, and affirmed the decision of 
Bucknill, J. The defendants appealed. 


Tae Covrr allowed the appeal. 


Vavcuan Wit.1ams, L.J., said that it could not be denied that, accord- 
ing to the decision of the court in McIntosh v. Simpkins (1901, 1 Q. B. 487), 
an affidavit substantially in the form required by section 5 of the Debtors’ 
Act, 1869, and the County Court Rules, 1889, was a statutory condition 

ent to the jurisdiction of the county court. It was clear that the 
ect being apparent on the face of the proceedings, namely, in the affidavit, 
the jurisdiction was wanting. Was there then any reason why the writ of 
prohibition should not issue? It was said on behalf of the plaintiff that the 
want of jurisdiction had been waived, and Jones v. James, 19 L. J. Q. B. 257; 
Jones Vv. Owen, 5 D. & L. 669; Mouflet v. Washburn, 54 L. T. 16; and Moore v. 
Gamgce, 25 Q. B. D. 244, were referred to in support of the plaintiff’s conten- 
tion that in the present case the county court judge could have jurisdiction, 
and there had only been an irregularity in the proceedings which could be 
waived. Even assuming there had been a waiver by the parties, he was of 
opinion that a party could not waive the want of jurisdiction when that 
want of jurisdiction a) initio appeared on the face of the proceedings. 
Farquharson ¥. Morgan (1894, 1 Q. B. 552) was a clear authority for the 
view he took as to waiver. It was impossible to say, after the decision in 
McIntosh v. Simpkins, that a total absence of jurisdiction did not appear in 
this case on the face of the proceedings. The cases relied on by the 
plaintiff's counsel were all cases of irregularity which occurred in the 
course of the proceedings, and the ae were not void ab initio as 
The point taken by the defendant was not a mere technicality, but 
was one of substance, for a great hardehip might be done a person who 
resided out of the jurisdiction by compelling him to go to the court and 
state his objections to the iseue of the summons. The court therefore 
must be sure that the conditions precedent to the exercise of coercive 
jurisdiction had been fulfilled, and he entirely agreed with Lord Davey in 
Farquharson v. Morgan where he said that “the parties cannot by agree- 
ment souls — a or judge a —_ jurisdiction which the 
court or judge does not by law possess.”’ e a would therefore be 
allowed and the writ of prohibition must issue. = 


Srietina, J., in smeing said he entirely agreed as to the at 
importanee of seeing that in dealing with the liberty of the subject all the 
conditions precedent had been strictly observed.—Counser, Lowenthal ; 
W. Whateley. Soxscrtons, I. Goldman, for A. V. Hammond, Bradford; 
Bower, Cotton, §& Bower, for Scott § Allen, Penrith. 


(Reported by Exsxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 





' a farthing for each copy. The defendants appealed. 





Re HAYES. TURNBULL v. HAYES. No. 2. 9th July; Ist Aug. 


Power—SpeciaL Power or APPoINTMENT—WILL Prior TO CREATION oF 
Spectra, Power. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported 49 W. R. 21), 
By his will dated the 10th of June, 1893, H. Hayes, father of H. Hayes, 
the younger, empowered each child of his by his or her will or codicil 
to appoint the whole or any part of the yearly income of his or her 
share in the residuary estate under the will, for the life of his or 


her wife or husband, or for any interest determinable on or before the. 


death of such wife or husband; and the testator directed that a sum of 
£4,000, raisable under the will, should be held upon the same or like trustg 
and powers as were declared with respect to the share of H. Hayes, the 
younger, in the residue, as if the same were there repeated. The said H, 
Hayes, the younger, by his will dated the 29th of December, 1884, after 
bequeathing certain legacies, gave all the residue of the property over 
which at the time of his death he should have a disposing power to 
trustees upon trust for sale and conversion, and directed the trustees 
to pay the yearly income arising from his trust estate to his wife 
for. life or widowhood; but in case she should marry again, then 
he directed his trustees to pay her an annuity of £50, and he 
directed his trustees to stand possessed of his trust estate, subject 
to the aforesaid trusts, upon trust for his children as therein mentioned, 
On the 20th of March, 1893, the last named testator added a codicil 
to his will, whereby he appointed trustees and executors different 
to those in the will mentioned, and otherwise confirmed his said will. 
The testator, H. Hayes, the elder, died on the 19th of April, 1895 ; H. 
Hayes, the younger, died on the 8th of September, 1899, leaving a widow 
and children. An originating summons was taken out to determine 
whether the will of H. Hayes, the younger, operated as a valid appoint- 
ment, under the power conferred upon him by the will of his father, to 
his widow. Byrne, J., held the power was not well exercised. The 
widow appealed. 

Tue Court (Riary, Cotiins, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Their lordships thought it quite clear from the authorities cited that the 
case was not within section 27 or section 24 of the Wills Act. The case, 
therefore, must be decided altogether apart from the special provisions of 
the Wills Act. There was, therefore, no legal presumption of intention. 
Nor was it necessary to decide whether it was possible, as a matter of law, 
to exercise by anticipation a special power which had not been created till 
after the alleged exercise. For, even if it were possible to do so, as to 
which see Walker v. Armstrong (21 Beav. 305) and Cowper v. Mantell (22 
Beav. 222), it could only be deemed to be exercised in this case if an 
intention to exercise it could be fairly collected from the words of the will 
of Henry Hayes, the younger, taken as a whole: see Re Milner (1899, 1 
Ch. 563). And in looking for such an intention in the case of a special 
power where the statute does not aid it, you necessarily start with a 
presumption against it when the will which is said to exercise the 
power has been made before the power came into existence. 
Further, in the case of a special power giving to the donee the 
right of determining in which of two or more directions a certain 
fund shall fall, even though the power could not be said to be 
strictly fiduciary, there is at the lowest a presumption that the donee could 
not have intended to exercise such a power at a time when he could not 
know the conditions or limitations imposed by the donor. It would 
require therefore very clear indications in the language of the will to found 
an inference of intention to exercise a special power under such circum- 
stances. In the present case the words which were said to refer to the 
power and to show an intention to exercise it could not fairly be construed 
as disclosing an intention to exercise a non-existent special power. Taking 
the whole will together, the balance in their lordships opmion distinctly 
inclined against such an inference. At all events, there was no such cleat 
preponderance in favour of the intention as to warrant their lordships in 
differing from the opinion of Byrne, J. The appeal therefore failed.— 
CounseL, Upjohn, K.C , and A. Adams ; H. Terrell, K.C., and D. D. Robert- 
son. Soracrrons, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Buchannan § Sons, Whitby. 


[Reported by 8. E, Wii.1ams, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


HILDESHEIMER v. FAULKNER. No. 2. 


CoryriGHT—INFRINGEMENT—SEPARATE Orrences —Mintiuum PenaLty—Ons 
FarrHING. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., reported 48 W. RB. 
682. The action was brought to restrain the infringement of a copyright 
by the defendants, and an injunction was granted restraining the 
defendants from selling or distributing prints of pictures, the copyright of 
which the plaintiff was the owner. An inquiry was directed to be made in 
chambers, how many copies of the pictures printed for the defendants had 
been put in circulation by them. The master, by his certificate, found that 
1,012,600 copies of the pictures had been put iu circulation by the 
defendants. By section 6 of the Fine Arts Copyright Act, 1862, it is 
provided that any person who infringes copyrigh{ under that Act, “‘ for 
every such offence shall forfeit a sum not exceeding £10.” The paiat 
took out a summons for the determination of the amount of the penalty to be 
paid by the defendants. The questions were :—(1) Whether the ordet 
for the printing of a million copies constituted a million offences 
or only one offence. (2) Whether, if each copy constituted & 
separate offence, the penalty should be fixed at one farthing fo 
each copy put in circulation, which would amount on the whole # 
£1,054 15s. 10d., or whether it should be fixed at some smaller fraction of 
a penny for each copy. Kekewich, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled 


to a penalt, for each copy circulated, and felt obliged to fix the penalty a 


2nd August. 
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Tux Court (Ricsy, Cotiins, and Rommr, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
The defendants were pone | within the section, and they had become 
liable for penalties in respect of a million copies of the pictures. It was 
admitted that there were a million offences, and that a million penalties 
had been incurred. The question was, At what rate were the penalties to 
be fixed? Section 6 spoke of a ‘‘sum’”’ not exceeding £10. The penalty 
must be between £10 and something else. It was said that that some- 
thing else must be a sum, and that a sum could not be that which 
had no equivalent in the coinage of the realm, and the learned 
udge had given effect to that contention, and held that he was 

und to assess the penalty at not less than a farthing for each 
offence, though his own view was, if he had felt at liberty to 
follow it, that the aggregate amount of the penalties ought not to 
exceed £200. Was there, then, anything in the section which compelled 
the court to do that which would bea great injustice? The action was 
brought, not in respect of one infringement, but in respect of a million ; 
there was one judgment and one sum was recovered, though it was assessed 
with reference to each offence. There was no question of levying more 
than one sum, and there was no necessity for the purpose of levying 
execution to assess any particular sum in respect of each offence The 
only reason for fixing a farthing as the minimum of damages was because 
execution could not be issued for less, But when there was no necessity 
to issue execution for that sum, there was no reason why the penalty 
should be limited with reference to a coin. In the present case the 
execution could be only for the aggregate sum, and there was nothing in 
the statute to prevent the court from giving an aggregate sum. It was 
suggested, though not pressed, that there was only one offence in the 
present case ; but so to hold would involve overruling Ex parte Beal (L. R. 
3Q. B. 387), which their lordships thought was a right decision. The 
court was not bound to fix the penalty at a farthing for each offence. 
There was no reason in the words of the statute or in common sense for so 
doing. The judgment would therefore be reversed.—CounseL, Warmington, 
K.0., and 4. J. Walter; Warrington, K.0., C. A. Russell, K.O., and 
Hildesheimer. Soxtcrrors, Cartwright § Cunningham ; Rehders § Higgs. 

[Reported by 8, E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re MASTERSON. TREVANION v. DUMAS. Byrne, J. 6th Aug. 


Wut—Girr or Restpve ro A., nis Heres or AssiGNs, WHERE A. Pre- 
DECEASES TESTATOR—PeErsonat. Estatr—SupstituT1lonN—INTEsTAcy. 


This was a summons to determine a point arising on the construction of 
the will of the late Mrs. Amelia J. Masterson. Testatrix, by her will 
bearing date the 11th of July, 1877, gave and bequeathed the real and 
personal estate to which she should entitled at her decease in equal 
shares for life to her sister, C. A. Masterson, and her brother, H. W. 
Masterson, the share of each to revert to the last survivor of the two for 
life, and after their decease testatrix, after giving certain legacies, con- 
tinued : ‘‘ And I devise the residue of my estate to be divided in equal 
shares between H. M. Edwards, his heirs or assigns; Mrs. Whately, her 
heirs or assigns ; Mrs. Johnston, her heirs or assigns.’’ Testatrix died in 
1900 possessed of personalty only. Her brother, sister, H. M. Edwards, 
Mrs. Whately, and Mrs. Johnston had predeceased her. The point arose 
whether the next-of-kin of the persons taking absolute interests under 
the will took by substitution, or whether there was an intestacy. 


Byrne, J., held (following Re Walton’s Estate, 8 DeG M. & G. 173) that 
there was an intestacy.—CounseL, Curtis Price ; Levett, K.C., and Methold ; 
Brydges and Gatey. Soxicrrors, Fryer § Houle; Emmet § Co.; Mine ¢ 
Herring ; Smith § Co. ; Kingsford, Dorman § Co. 

[Reported by J, Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FOWLER ». WHITE. Byrne, J. 3rd August. 


Practice—Morion ror JupGMENt—Suort Cavse—Summons ror Directions 
—Srarement or Orarim—R. 8S. O. XXVIT. 11: XXX. 


This was a motion for judgment in an action for specific performance 
set down as a short cauce. The plaintiff moved for judgment in default 
ofa delivery of defence. The facts were as follows: The defendant having 
appeared to the writ, a summons for directions was teken out by the 

tiff. Before the master, the defendant’s solicitor said that hedid not 
require a statement of claim to be delivered, whereupon the master 
‘Noclaim. Defence within fourteen days”? Defendant made default in 
delivering a defence. Notice of motion for judgment under ord. 27, r. 11, 
marked short, way served on the defendant's solicitor with copy of minutes of 
] ent annexed. These were returned to the plaintiff's solicitor endorsed 
with a consent to judgment in accordance with the minutes. The indorsement 
on writ referred to the agreement for sale. Counsel for the plaintiff moved 
for judgment under ord. 27, r. 11, and claimed to read the in- 
ment and the agreement for sale. He submitted that since ord. 
80 came into effect it was not a condition precedent to judgment that 
astatement of claim should have been delivered or filed, since it was now 
for the master, and not for the parties, to say whether a statement wae 
mgt and proper. He contended that the practice contemplated a 
motion for judgment in cases where no statement of claim had been 
— . 340 of the Annual 
tactice, 1901. The cases in which statements of claim had 
held to be necessary were cases where the defendant had not 
Sppeared : Norman v. Norman (1900, W. N., 159). Here the defendant 
Sppeared, and had dispensed with a sta’ t of claim, and 


delivered, and referred to the note on 


the master had made an order accordingly. The object in “short’’ 
causes was to save expense, and here there was no need for a statement of 
claim, except to comply with the strict terms of ord. 27, r. 11, which 
should now, he submitted, be read in connéction with order 30, and 
judgment given on the materials before the court. 


Byrne, J., held that under the rule he had no power to give ry 
except upon a statement of claim. He had otherwise no teateclele ‘ore 
him. A statement of claim must be filed, or judgment obtained by 
consent. Subject to the plaintiff producing a consent brief to the regis- 
trar, there would be an order for specific performance, or the case must 
stand over for the master to give further directions for a statement of 
claim to be delivered.—Counsg1, Sidney Clarke. Souictror, 7. H. Mundell. 


[Reported by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ALMS CORN CHARITY. Stirling, L.J. 31st July. 


Custom—Provinine a Certain Quantiry or Corn yor Use or Parisu- 
1ongERs—Cvstom Hetp Goon 1x Law—Lanps ALLorrep «x Lirv or 
Great Trrxes Hetp Sunsect tro Custrom—Morteace or Sucn Lanps 
Wrirnovr Dreecr Notice or tHe Cxnance—Morraacor not Re- 
QUISITIONED BY MortcaGRE—ForecLosuRE—LiaRILiTy oF Mortcacee T0 
Pay Cxrarce ‘* Noticr’’—Conveyanctne Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 
39), s. 3, Sun-secrion 1 (2), anp Sun-section 4, s. 13. 


This case was originally heard some time back by Lord Justice Stirling, 
sitting as « judge of the Chancery Division before his elevation to the 
Court of Appeal, and an interlocutory judgment was then given. The 
case having recently been further argued on the question of ‘‘ notice,” his 
lordship again reserved his decision. The short point was whether the 
solicitors who prepared the mortgage in question ought to be deemed te 
have had notice of a charge to which the land had been found still to be 
chargeable by the learned judge within the meaning of section 3 (2) of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1882. The action was brought to establish the existence 
of an ancient parish custom of supplying a certain quantity of corn and 
barley each year for the use of the parishioners, and tne facts were shortly 
these. The action was brought by the Charity Commissioners against a Mrs. 
Bode to establish that certain lands at denham, in Buckinghamshire, 
were liable to a perpetual charge of one quarter of wheat and two quarters 
of barley every year for the benefit of the poor of the parish of Hadden- 
ham. The lands in question were, in the year 1312, appropriated by the 
Priory of Rochester, and under an Enclosure Act of George IV., passed in 
1830, were allotted to the Dean and Chapter of Rochester in lieu of the 
great tithe of the parish, such tithe having been formerly liable to the 
payment of the charge now sought to be established. In 1866, by an 
Order in Council], the parsonage and rectory, with the parish church, &c., 
and the allotted lands were transferred to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 
who, in 1881, sold the greater part of the allotted lands to Henry Bode, 
the defendant's late husband, subject to all charges and duties thereon. 
Henry Bode died in 1892, having devised the lands to his widow, one of 
the defendants in the present action. The charge had, in fact, be-n 
satisfied by the tenant for the time being in occupation of the laud 
alone for many years, and under this state of things the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners conveyed the land to the late Mr. Bode, by whom, 
although he disputed his liability, the charge was regularly paid. In 1898, 
however, Mrs. e, as his successor, was sued by Mr. Lauchbury, the 
clerk of the parish council of Haddenham, who claimed on behalf of the 

arishioners a declaration that it was an ancient custom of the parish of 

addenham that the parson, as the owner of the great tithes of the said 
parish, and ss a charge thereon, should keep within the said parish a 
common bull and a common boar for the common use of the kine and sows 
of the parishioners, at any time for the increase of calves and pigs within 
the said parish, and that the defendant, as the present owner of the land 
allotted in lieu of the great tithes, is bound to perform the said custom. 
The action was heard by Kekewich, J., and is reported in the T. L. R. 178. 
The learned judge decided that the custom was good, but that it had not 
been proved to his satisfaction that the liability to me | the charge had 
been transferred to Mrs. Bode, as the owner in fee of these 
lands. After this decision was given Mrs. Bode refused to satisfy the 
charge, and the custom fell into abeyance. In 1881 the property was 
mort; to a Miss Robertson, who having foreclosed, also refased to 
satisfy the charge, and thereupon the Charity Commissioners brought this 
action against Mrs. Bode and Miss Robertson, claiming a declaration that 
the land was subject to the charge. At the trial judgment was given for 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners on the question of the existence of the 
custom, and an affidavit was ordered to be filed by Miss Robertson or her 
solicitors stating whether she had acquired the land with or without any 
notice of the charge. The affidavit having been filed in the negative, the 
int was taken on behalf of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners that had 

8s Robertson or her solicitors requisitioned the mortgagor she would 
have received from him a statement that the land was subject to the charge, 
and bn although there ba A no such oo made Pann ow a 
that she as mortgagee would pay “‘ all out or e8 
or civil,’’ should bave put her po Pe on a § and, therefore, she muet 
be taken to have, in fact, known of the charge, and could not, therefore, 
claim the benefit given to purcharers and certain other persons by section 
3 (2) of the Conveyancing Act, 1882. With the exception of above 
intimation of a possible tithe the deed contained no suggestion even that 
the present charge might be payable. 
Sriatina, L.J., in giving judgment, eaid the question he had to decide 
was whether the convenant that the m ** would be, all out- 
goings, ecclesiastical and civil,”” was to be taken as wan mortgagee 
notice that there was a charge on the land, and lead make proper 
inquiries as to its character from the mortgagor. In his opinion it was. 
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In section 1 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, ‘‘ Purchaser ’’ included ‘‘a 
lessee or mortgagee or other person, who for valuable consideration takes 
or deals for property,”’ and therefore Miss Robertson was a purchaser 
within the meaning of that term as used in the Act. On her behalf it 
was argued that section 3 (1) applied, which enacted that a purchaser 
should not be prejudicially affected by notice of any instrument, fact, or 
thing unless (2) in the transaction in which a question of notice to the 
purchaser arises ‘‘ it has come to the knowledge of his counsel as such or 
of his solicitor or other agent as such, or would have come to the know- 
ledge of his solicitor or other agent as such if such inquiries and inspections 
had been made as ought reasonably to have been made by the solicitor or 
other agent” He had asked bimself two questions. First he asked 
himself, ought inquiry to have been reasonably made in respect of the 
charge by the mortgagee ; and he answered that question in the affirmative. 
Then he asked himself whether, if such inquiry had been made, it would have 
come to the knowledge of the mortgagee that the charge in fact existed. The 
answer to that was also ‘ Yes.” No doubt if a reasonable, though 
misleading, reply were given to a requisition, the purchaser was not 
bound to assume it was not correct and to push his inquiry further. But 
here it was reasonable to assume, if the question had been asked, a true 
reply would have been given. In the present case he thought the 
solicitors for Miss Robertson should have treated it as ‘‘ notice.” The 
decision given in Jones v. Willsams (24 Beav. 47), and in Jones v. Smith, 
cited in that case, appeared to him to decide the pre-ent case. There the 
mortgagee was informed that there were charges affecting the property, 
and was cognizant of two only, and it was held that he could not claim to 
be a purchaser without notice of other charges, because he believed that the 
two which satisfied the word “charges”? were all the charges on the 
property. He was bound to inquire whether there were any others. The 
conclusion he had come to was that the charge had been made out, and 
that the defendant was liable to pay it, and there must bea declaration 
that the mortgaged property had been taken subject thereto. He would 
make no order as to the costs, which were to be added to the security — 
Oounset, Vaughan Hawkins; R. J. Parker. Souicrrorns, The Treasury 
Solicitor ; Peake, Bird, § Co. 


[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law, ] 


AFLALO & COOKE ». LAWRENCE & BULLEN (LIM). Joyce, J. 31st July. 


Copyricgut—Encyciop“pia—Ricuts or ConrrisvtorR AND PUBLISHER— 
Oorynicut Act, 1842, 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45, s. 18. 


In the year 1896 the plaintiff, F. G. Aflalo submitted to the defendants, 
a firm of publishers, a scheme for producing an ‘‘ Encyclopedia of Sport.” 
The plan was adopted after some negotiation, and on the 10th of July an 
agreement was entered into under which (1) the defendants were to 
publish the work and to bear the costs; (2) the preface was to state that 
the scheme of the work had been suggested by Aflalo; (3) the defendants 
were to pay Aflalo the sum of £500 for editorial services; (4) the 
expenses of the plaintiff Aflalo were to be reimbursed to him ; 
(5) the plaintiff Afialo was to contribute articles to the extent of 
7,000 words and any unsigned articles that might be required 
without further remuneration; (6) the defendants were to supply 
an assistant editor; (7) Aflalo was to be allowed to pursue his 
literary work, provided it did not interfere with his duties as editor; (8) 
the defendants might discontinue the publication upon certain terms. Toe 
encyclopedia was published in parts, and was completed in 1899. The 
plaintiff Aflalo, contributed, under the terms of the agreement, an article 
on ‘Sea Fishing ;”’ and the plaintiff Cooke, at the request of Aflalo, 
wrote three articles on ‘* Coarse Fish,” “ Pike,’’ and ‘‘ Trout ” respectively, 
for which he received payment from the defendants at the rate of £2 a 
thousand words. Copyright was registered by both parties; in the 
Encyclopedia by the defendants, and in the articles by the plaintiffs. The 
defendants subsequently published an encyclopedia of sport for young 
sportsmen, which they called “‘ The YoungSporteman.” ‘This work, which 
consisted almost entirely of articles taken from the Encyclopmdia of Sport, 
contained the above mentioned articles contributed by the plaintiffs, whose 
consent had not been obtained. The plaintiffs sought to restrain the 
defendants from so publishing the said articles, on the ground that the 
copyright was in them. The defendants claimed that the copyright was in 
them. ‘The question turned upon section 18 of the Copyright Act, 1842, 
5 and 6 Vict., c. 45, whether the articles were composed on the terms that 
the copyright should belong to the publisher of the Encyclopmdia. 


Joyce, J.—His lordship, after reading section 18 of the Act, said it is 
rare | true wae weg ag = is of a peculiar nature, or there 
Dg special in the terms of the employment of the person con- 
tributing the articles, the court has Goumnined that it is ul suecnee 
that there should be a special stipulation in terms between the contributor 
and publisher that the copyright should belong to the publisher. Here 
there is an encyclopedia of the nature contemplated by the Act. As 
ke, there is no term or circumstance in the mode of his employ- 

ment from which the court could infer anything to alter the ordinary 
circumstances as between publisher and contributor. As regards Aflalo, 
the circumstances are, if anything, rather in his favour. In addition to 
editing the work he is to write 7,000 words and the unsigned articles 
without extra fee. I therefore decide the case on the short ground that 
1 see no special circumstances in the natute of the work or the terms of 
the employment which lead one to infer that the copyright was intended 
to be in the publisher. His lordship granted an injunction and an 
inquiry as to damages.—CounseL, Hughes, K.C., and R. J. Parker; 


- aoe — and 7. L. Gilmour, Soricrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co ; Dizon, 


[Reported by H. Cravanton Scort, Barrister-at-Law 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re COLLYER-BRISTOW & CO. C. A. No.1. 


Costs—Sonic1ror—Bitt or Taxation—Umprre’s Awarp—Oosts 1n Con. 
NECTION WITH THE PREPARATION OF AWARD UNDER THE Lanps OLAusrs 
Acrs—Costs or Soricrrors ror Umprrge—PayMent BY Party TAKING 
up Awarp—Ricut or Party To AN OrpER FoR TAXATION AS BETWEEN 
Soxicrror aND CLIENT IN Cxancery Diviston—Souicrrors’ Act, 1843, 
8. 38 anp 41. 


2nd August. 


Appeal from an order of Phillimore, J., at chambers, affirming an order 
of Master Chitty directing the taxation of a firm of solicitors’ bill of 
costs in connection with the preparati‘n of an award under the Lands 
Clauses Acts The Lowestoft Water and Gas Co. had served upon Sir 
Savile Crossley notice to treat for the purchase of land under the 
Lands Olauses Acts, and each party appointed an arbitrator, and 
the arbitrators appointed a lay umpire. The arbitrators having 
differed the umpire made his award. in drawing it up he employed 
the solicitors, Messrs. Collyer-Bristow & Co., and notice was given 
to the parties that the award was ready, and could be taken up on 
payment of £107, being the fee and legal expenses of the umpire. 
The Lowestoft Water and Gas Co. paid the umpire his fees and took up 
the award. The umpire awarded the sum of £4,119, and the award 
directed the company to pay to Sir Savile Crossley his costs of 
the reference and the costs of the award, including the fees of 
the arbitrators and those of the umpire, and, in addition, the 
costs and expenses of, and incidental to, preparing and perfecting 
the umpire’s award. In drawing up the award, Messrs. Collyer. 
Bristow & Co. had consulted counsel, and the award was drafted by 
counsel, The Lowestoft Water and Gas Oo. took out a summons to tax 
the solicitors’ bill of costs as between solicitor and client. The master and 
the judge at chambers made the order to tax, and from that order the 
solicitors now appealed. It was argued for the solicitors that there was no 
jurisdiction to order their bill to be taxed under section 38 of the Solicitors’ 
Act, 1843, as the bill was but a mere item in a larger bill of costs which 
the company would have to pay to Sir Savile Crossley, and which they could 
have obtained an order to tax as between party and party. The company 
could not pick out one item and apply to have that item taxed as between 
solicitor and client, and thus impose on the solicitors the burden of haviog 
to pay the costs of the taxation if one-sixth were taxed off, and Re Cowdell, 
52 L. J. Ch. 246, was cited. Moreover, this bill of costs had been already 
psid, and there were no special circumstances which entitled the company 
to have a paid bill taxed. Lastly, it was said the work done was not 
work done in any court of law or equity, and the taxation must therefore 
take place, if at all, in the Chancery Division—Ze Pollard, 20 Q. B. D. 
656; Wombwell vy. Barnsley Corporation, 36 L. T. 708. 


Tue Covrr having heard counsel for the respondent company on the one 
question whether the taxation should not take place in the Ohancery 
Division, gave judgment dismissing the appeal, but varying the order by 
directing the taxation to take place in the Chancery Division. 


Vaucnan Wriiuiams, L.J., said the bill in question was not the bill of 
costs of one of the parties to the /is, but was the bill of costs of the 
umpire’s solicitors. ‘I'nat was a bill which ought to be taxed as between 
solicitor and client, for he thought this case came within the very words of 
section 38. Although these costs were paid before the order for taxation 
was applied for, there were ample special circumstances justifying the 
making of an order to tax, because at the moment when the award was 
taken up it was impossible to say what was the effect of the award. 
Although the application to tax to the King’s Bench Division was 
irregular, still there was jurisdiction in that division to make an order for 
taxation, and in these circumstances the only thing that was now necessary 
to be done was to make the same order as was made in Re Pollard— 
namely, that the taxation should take place in the Chancery Division. 


Srretinc, L.J., pointed out that in order to obtain the award it was 
necessary for the company to pay the fee and legal expenses of the umpire. 
By so doing they had brought themselves within the very terms of section 
38 of the Act of 1843. The application for taxation of the bill by the 

arty chargeable must necessarily be for taxation of the bill of costs as 
| so Aeon solicitor and client. The decision in Re Cowdel/ was not applicable 
to the present case It was then said that the bill had been paid, that 
there were no special circumstances within the meaning of sections 38 and 
41 of the Act of 1843, and that therefore no order to tax ought to be made, 
The position, however, was this: As between the umpire and his solicitors 
no payments had been made by the umpire, so far as appeared. The 
company made the payment at a time when they did not know what were 
the provisions of the award as to costs. It would have been impossible 
for them to have made an application for taxation when taking up the 
award. That was sufficient to justify the ordersfor taxation. On the 
authority of Re Pollard, he thought that the taxation ought to take yond in 
the Chancery Division. He added that if there was a party an 
taxation proceeding und+r the Lands Clauses Acts in the King’s b 
Division, he thought it would be proper for the master who wal 
taxing the costs in that division, and who had seisin of the whole case, 
deal with the whole matter. Here the question was raised on the bill of 
costs of the umpire’s solicitor only, and therefore that bill of costs ought 
to be taxed in the Ohancery Division.—Oounsgx, Eruest Pollock ; 0. Herbert 
Smith. Soxrrcrrors, Collyer-Bristow, § Co.; Williams § James, for Worship 
$ Rising, Great Yarmouth. 


{Reported by Exsxinz Resp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


August 7—A.zert ALLEN Horr (Harlesden, Middlesex). 

August 7—Wit1i1am Grorcz Warson (109, Marylebone-road, London). 
August 7—Firzczratp Lucrvs O’ Bren (99, St. George’s-road, London). 
August 7- CHartes Eacir Garrarp. 

August 7—AxtHur Henry Haxrorp. 

August 7—Henry Warson. 

August 7—Frepgric Deakin, 








NEW. ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orper or Court. 


; Tuesday, the 30th day of July, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1901—L.—No, 1,505). 


Lodden Valley Goldfields, Limited y The Standard Exploration Company, 
Limited. Hatssvry, O. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Annvat Provincra, Meggrine. 


The following circular has been issued : 

I have to inform you that the Council have accepted an invitation to 
hold the twenty-eighth annual provincial meeting of the above-men- 
tioned society at Oxford. It will accordingly be held in that town on 
Tuesday and Wednesday, the 8th and 9th October next, and the proceed- 
ings will, it is expected, be as follows: 

Turspay, the 8th Ocronzr.—Members will meet at the Sheldonian 
Theatre at 11 a.m., when the Right Honourable Sir Henry Fowler, M.P., 
the President of the Incorporated Law Society, will deliver his address 
This will be followed by the reading and discussion of papers contributed 
by members of the society. The meeting will adjourn from 1.30 to 2,30 
for luncheon, and close at 4.30. In the evening there will be the -usual 
dinner, which will be held either at the Town Hall or in the hall of one of 
the colleges, accordiog to the number of applications received. Tickets 
will be 25s. each. 

Wepnespay, the 9th Ocronzr.*—The meeting will be resumed at 11 
a.m., when the reading of papers and discussion thereon will be con- 
tinued. The meeting will adjourn from 1.30 to 2.30 for luncheon, and 
close at 4.30 as before. In the evening there will be a conversazione. with 
music, at the New University Schools upon the invitation of the Berks, 
Bucks, and Oxon. Incorporated Law Society. 

Txvrspay, the 10th Ocroszr.—Excureions will be made either (1) to 
Woodstock to view Blenheim Palace and Gardens, by kind permission of 
His Grace the Duke of Marlborough, or (2) by river to Abingdon, calling 
at Nuneham on the return journey, by kind permission of Mr Aubrey 
Harcourt, to view the house and grounds. Tickets for either excursion 
will be 5s. each, inclusive. 

Each member will be entitled to take a lady to the above entertainments 
and excursions except the dinner. 

Should you propose to attend the meeting, I shall be obliged if you will 
signify your intention, on or before the 24th day of August, to Mr. Philip 
Morrell, 1, St. Giles’s-street, Oxford, hon. secretary of the reception 
committee, from whom information as to hotels and apartments may be 
obtained. Applications for tickets for the dinner and excursions (mention- 
ing which excursion is desired) must be made to the hon. secretary, not 
no than September 13th, and must be accompanied by a remittance in 

case. 

‘The Council will be glad to receive communications from members 
Willing to read papers at the meeting. 

Should you contemplate favouring the Council with a paper 
desired to ask you to let me know the subject of it on or before the 24th 
a. The Council will then consider the subjects proposed, and select 
such as in their opinion are the most suitable for diecussion at the meeting, 
and will intimate their opinion to members in time to enable them to 
Prepare their papers. 

‘ose members whose papers are not among those selected may, never- 
88, prepare and submit them, and they will be read and discussed 
should the time at the disposal of the meeting suffice. 

Subject to the control of the President of the Incorporated Law Society, 
tach member attending the meeting will be at liberty to speak and vote 
“pon any matter under discussion, but all resolutions expressive of the 

ions of the meeting will be framed in the form of recommendations 
or requests to the Council to take the subjects of such resolutions into 
consideration. 


, I am 





* The Anvual General Meeting of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association will be held at 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on the 7th inst. Mr. 
William Frank Blandy (Reading) in the chair, the other directors present 
being Messre. Grantham R. J. Roger B. Gregory, Samuel Harris 
(Leicester), Sir H. Manisty, F. Rowley Parker, 
dichard P , J-P., Maurice A. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £700 was distributed in grants of relief, fifteen new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 








MEMBERSHIP OF THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY AND ELECTION TO THE COUNCIL. 


Tue following appears in the July Registry of the Incorporated Law 
Society :— 


P...4 following circular has recently been issued to the Provincial Law 
ieties :— 

The Council have recently had under consideration the following 
questions, viz.— 

(I.) Whether any, and, if so, what steps should be taken to secure that 
practising solicitors shall be members of the society, and whether with, or 
without exception. 

(IL.) What, if any, additional  egesce: shall be conferred on the society 
of regulating the entrance into the profession. 

(III.) Whether any amendments are expedient in the constitution of 
= — and in the mode of election to and retirement from the 

uncil. 

Before arriving at any final decision upon these questionr, the Council 
invite an expression of the views of the Provincial Law Societies, and this 
Memorandum is prepared in order to put before them the various sugges- 
tions which have been made. 

I. 

This — has been before the society for many years, az the following 
extracts will shew :— 

From a paper read by Mr. F. T. Bircham at Liverpool, in 1875: ‘To me 
it appears that the Incorporated Law Society will not be what it ought to 
be until every fitly qualified member of the profession shall have joined it 
—shall have entered into its fellowship, given it his aid and influence, 
accepted its control—and thus done his part in regulating and helping and 
elevating the class to which he belongs 

From a paper read by Sir H. W. Parker in London in 1887: ‘‘ No doubt 
if all solicitors on the rolt became members of the society, it would follow 
that the whole body of the profession would elect the members of the 
Council. The number of representatives on the Council to be selected 
from London practitioners and the number to be selected from country 
practitioners would be a matter for consideration hereafter. If this fusion 
of the whole profession with the society were accomplished, we should have 
achieved that which has been so long desired—namely the unity of the 

rofession—and the socie:y in London, acting in the name of the whole 
y of the profession, would speak with redoubled authority, and the 
influence of the society would be very i advanced.”’ 

In the discussion that took place on Sir H. W. Parker’s paper, Mr. 
Melvill Green, of Worthing, suggested that there should be some such 
arrangement as existed in the medical He suggested that 
every solicitor should be a a licentiate of the society without 
subscription, and that after three years he should be at liberty to become 
a member, paying a subscription and being entitled to the privileges of 
membership. 

The following resolution was passed at the meeting: ‘‘ That the Council 
be requested to consider whether the whole profession can be brought into 
union with the Incorporated Law Society by the instituiion of licentiates, 
members and fellows, as was done by some other bodies, every solicitor 
being ipso facto a licentiate.”’ 

At the Provincial Meeting at Plymouth in 1891 the following resolution 
was carried by a small majority: ‘‘ That the Council be requested to con- 
sider at an early date the best way of providing that all members of the 
profession shall be members of the society.” 

In a paper read by Mr. Godden at Liverpool, in 1895, there is the follow- 
ing paragraph: ‘‘ As regards compulsory membership, which has sometimes 
been suggested, it may be remarked that for the seventy years the 
society has been an entirely voluntary association. During that long 
period a succession ef presidents and members of the Council have been 
found ready to serve voluntarily, and the society now comprises a majority 
of practising solicitors voluntarily enrolled. ‘There may perhaps be reason 
to fear that the vital energy of the society ht be impaired if this 
voluntary element were lost. The great guilds and associations of han) mag 
have owed their vigour and their wealth to voluntary action and li ty, 
and the Incorporated Law Society, encouraged by the record of the last 
rtp | years, may do better to trust to the same spirit of common interest 
and voluntary effort ; and, having attained to its present strength, to rely on 
the profession to provide all necessary funds.”’ 

The following echemes have been submitted to the Council— 


A. 


1. Every solicitor who has taken out & annual practising certificate 
shall, so Jong as he holds such certificate, be and continue a member of 
the society, and no other qualifications, and no election, shall be necessary. 





the Bheldonian Theatre on Wednesday, the 9th of October, at 10 a.m. 


2. In lieu of the sum of 5s. now paid for every annual practising certifi- 
cate issued by the registrar, there shall be paid to the registrar sums 
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following, that is to say, for every certificate to practise within ten miles 

from the General Post Office in the City of London, the sum of two 

guineas, and for every certificate to practise beyond that limit the sum of 

one guinea, provided that for every certificate issued to a solicitor who 

has been admitted or enrolled, or has carried on business for less than 

three years, one-half of the above respective sums only shall be paid to the 
trar 


- The Council shall entertain any complaint that a member of the 
society has been guilty of conduct unbecoming a member of the society ; 
and if the Council shall, after due inquiry, be of opinion that such 
complaint is well founded, they may admonish the member complained of, 
or may embody their opinion in the form of a report to the High Court of 
Justice, and thereupon it shall be the duty of the society to bring such 
report before the court, who may make such order thereon as to the court 
may seem fit. 

B. 


1, Every solicitor should be obliged to pay a moderate subscription, and 
should on being admitted become a member of the society. 

2. If a solicitor breaks the bye-laws or conducts himself in a manner 
which merits expulsion, but which is not so disgraceful as to bring him 
within the Act of 1888, let him be expelied from the society or suspended, 
and his name appear in the law list with a mark against it, or in a different 
place. This would be a disgrace equal to expulsion by a circuit bar from 
the bar mess, as is the practice when something has been done bad—but 
not bad enough for disbarring. Of course there should be an appeal. 


0. 


1. In futare every solicitor on applying for admission should be required 
to pay to the society a fee of £1, and the payment of this sum should 
constitute him a member of the society, but without any right of voting, 
or any other privilege until he should elect to become a subscribing 
member of the society, and pay a subscription of such an amount as may 
be prescribed from time to time. 


D. 


1. All persons entering the profession after a date to be fixed should 
become ipso facto members of the society, and be liable to pay the annual 
subscription. 

2. The power to exclude members from the society for unprofessional 
conduct should be retained, but the liability to pay the subscription 
should remain after exclusion unless the member be also struck off the Roll. 


II. 


With regard to the second question, it has been suggested that— 

1. The society should endeavour to getadditional powers for regulating the 
entrance into the profession. In support of this suggestion it is said that the 
society has at present, under the Solicitors Act, 1877, power, as part of 
the final examinations, to inquire into the mora) character of a candidate, so 
that it would not be an entirely new departure if a solicitor wishing to take 
an articled clerk had to satisfy the society of the fitness of himself and of the 
proposed clerk. Before a student can be admitted at an inn of court he 
must obtain certificates from two barristers of five years’ standing, who 
are instracted to satisfy themselves by personal inquiry that the candidate 
is a proper person to be admitted a student with a view to call to the Bar. 
It is aleo urged that the control of the number and class of articled clerks 
and of the solicitors them would be to the advantage of the pro- 
fession and the public, both being interested in raising the general 
standard of the profession, and that solicitors’ charges being regulated 
by a the objection usually made to ring and monopolies would not 
apply. 

2. The society might also require a substantial payment for its licence, 

art of which might go to un education fund and the balance to a 

evolent fund. it is to be noted that the society of writers to the 

signet in Scotland require a payment of £132 1s. to the society fund and of 

£50 to the widows’ fund when articles are entered into, and a further pay- 

ment of £60 on admission, and that the society of solicitors in- Scotland 

— entrants to pay £65 to the general fund and £35 to the widows’ 
und. 

III. 


As regards the constitution of the Council avd the mode of election to 
and retirement from the Council, two schemes have been submitted— 

1. It is proposed to render a member of the Council ineligible for 
re-election for one year from the date of the annual meeting next 
after the termination of each seven years’ service. So that a 
member would be ineligible for election the eighth, sixteenth, and 
twenty-fourth years, reckoning from his original election. A similar 
scheme is said to work well in the large provincial society of 
Liverpool. It is also said that it would give an increased circulation 
of members without depriving the Council of the valuable service of 
presidents and past presidents in any degree. It might be put in « peration 
at once or be deferred for a few years. There would be excepted from its 
operation any member nominated as president or vice-president, the 

man of the Finance Committee, and members of the Statutory 
Committee. 

On the other hand, it is said that the effect of the scheme would be to 
deprive the Council each year of experienced members and to substitute 
inexperienced, as well as to interrupt the continuity of service at a time 
when it may be very inconvenient in its effect on the business of the 
Council. If these members were elected again after a year’s exclusion, the 
theory of circulation of new members must be abandoned. 

2. It is proposed to constitute presidents ez-oficio members of the 
Council, not subject to retirement by rotation. 





It is alleged in fevour of this scheme that when an elected member of 
the Council has served for several years, and has filled the office of 
president, it must be to the interest of the profession that the Council 
should thereafter have the benefit of his knowledge and experience, and 
that he ought not to undergo the ordeal of re-election, or be placed in 
competition with new candidates. 

Assuming twelve as an a number of past B gage the number 
of elected members of Council would be redu by twelve, and the 
number retiring each year would be correspondingly reduced, say, by 
three. 

Each year there must, on this assumption, be at least one vacancy among 
elected members caused by the president for the year passing into the 
ex-officio class, and this would mean one new member against seven old 
members re-election, instead of against ten as at present. 

There would, of course, be additional vacancies caused by the death or 
retirement of members who have not passed the chair, but it is argued 
that the jealousy now felt by possible candidates and their friends against 
long-lived past presidents would be done away with. The scheme would 
in ai robability leave the actual number of new members elected to the 
Council much the same as at _—. It may be mentioned that a similar 
— is in operation in the Surveyors’ Institution with satisfactory 
results. 

It is argued against this scheme— 

1. That it creates a third class in the Council. 

2. That it withdraws all past presidents from election, and thus 
diminishes the control of the society over the Council. 

Should it be adopted, it could be carried out by an alteration in the Bye- 
laws, provided the number of the Council be not more than fifty or less 
than twenty, exclusive of existing members. 

The Council have postponed the consideration of a Report embodying 
the several suggestions above referred to until after the views of the 
Provincial Law Societies have been ascertained. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Joun Bruce Witu1amson, barrister, has been appointed a Revising 
Barrister on the North-Eastern Circuit. Mr. Williamson was called to the 
Bar in 1887. 

Mr. Pav Srricktanp, barrister, has been geen a Revising Barrister 
for the county of Middlesex. Mr. Strickland was called to the Bar in 
1888. 

Mr. W. F. K. Taytor, K.C., has been appointed Recorder of Bolton in 
the place of Mr. Samuel Pope, K.C., deceased. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Henry Harinetron Leicu, deceased.—Anyone having the will of the 
above-named is requested to Communicate with Mr. J. D. Langton, 2, 
Paper-buildings, Temple, E.C. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLurion. 


Epwakrp Nevinson and Lyonex. Bartow, Solicitors (Nevinson & Barlow), 
Malvern. July 31. [ Gazette, August 6. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Sir Frances Jeune, President of the Probate and Divorce 
Division, having finished his list of cases, has gone abroad. 


The judicial members of the House of Lords rose for the Long Vacation 
on Monday last, and no further House of Lords appeals will be proceeded 
with until the beginning of November next. 


On Tuesday the President of the Court of Appeal of Formosa came into 
the Court of Appeal, and, after being introduced by Master Mellor to Lords 
Justices Vaughan Williams and Stirling, sat for some time listening to the 
proceedings. 

The Master of the Rolls (says the Globe), who is absent from the Court of 
Appeal, had his health injuriously affected by the recent hot weather. He 
is determined that the atmospheric condition of his court shall not again 
compel him to be absent from his judicial duties. A small electric fan 
has just been fitted above his chair. 


At the Assizes (says the St. James’s Gazette) a man was found guilty of 
murdering another, at Tipperary, by striking him over the head with 4 
blackthorn. The judge asked him the usual question, if he had anything 
to say why sentence should not be passed upon hifi. ‘‘ Well, my lord,” 
answered the prisoner at the bar, “all Ican say is, a man with such 4 
thin skull as that had no business at Tipperary Fair.” 


Mr. Justice Ridley and his brother Bucknill are (says the Daily Telegraph) 
presumably safe from attack in connection with the adventure of which 
they were the innocent heroes. If the lady bicyclist sought to recover 
damages from both or either of these learned judges, they or he would 

lead (1) that the carriage, the coachman, and the horses concerned in the 
Soasine were the property, and under the control of, the High Sheriff, and 
(2) that a judge travelling on circuit a the Sovereign, and is 
therefore not amenable to the law. Both propositions would doubtless 
avail them. 
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Mr. Justice Kennedy was (says the Globe), engaged the other day in 
trying an action brought by a cucumber-grower against a seedsman, and 
the judge’s and counsels’ desks presented a tempting array of “ exhibits.’’ 
The presence of these cucumbers was the occasion of much jocularity in 
court, especially about luncheon time. One of the counsel is reported to 
have predicted that, whatever the verdict of the jury might be, 
the cucumbers would feel very much ‘‘ cut-up ’’ when the trial came to 
an end. 


It appears from the report of the Commissioners in Lunacy for 1900 that 
the totel number of lunatics of whom the Commissioners had notice was, 
on the 1st of January, 1901, 107,944. This was an increase of 1,333 for the 
year 1900, as against increases of 1,525 in 1899, and 3,114 in 1898. As the 
average annual increase for the last five years has been 2,300, the increase 
in 1900 must be considered smal]. As “ye with the figures for the 
previous year, the statistics of 1900 show that the number of patients in 
county and borough asylums, registered hospitals, and Broadmoor 
Criminal Lunatic Asylum, and of *‘ single patients’? increased, while the 
number of those in licensed houses, naval and military hospitals, 
metropolitan district asylums, and workhouse:, including those who were 
out-door paupers, diminished. 

We have received the programme of the twenty-fourth annual meeting 
of the American Bar Association, which will be held at Denver, 
Uolorado, on Wednesday, Thursday and Friday, the 21st, 22nd, and 23rd 
of August, 1901. The president’s address will be delivered by Edmund 
Wetmore, of New York, communicating the most noteworthy changes in 
statute law on points of general interest, made in the several States and by 
Congress during the preceding year, and there will be papers by Richard C. 
Dale, of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, on ‘‘Implied Limitations upon 
the Exercise of the Legislative Powers’’; by Charles J. Hughes, Jr., 
of Denver, Colorado, on ‘* The Evolution of Mining Law’’; by Charles 
E. Littlefield, of Rockland, Maine, on ‘‘ The Insular Oases”’ ; by Henry D. 
Kstabrook, of Chicago, Illinois, on ‘‘ Alexander Hamilton as a Lawyer”’ ; 
and by Platt Rogers, of Denver, Colorado, on ‘‘ The Law of New Conditions, 
Illustrated by the Law of Irrigation.”’ 


At the Bow-street police court, on Tuesday, Charles William Inman was 
charged, on remand, with the misappropriation of money belonging to 
clients. It appeared that a widow named Mrs. Keucher, who desired to 
realize some cottage property at Edmonton, was introduced to Inman, 
who negotiated the sale of the cottages to a Mr. Antoine for £1,200, of 
which £500 was to be paid in cash, the balance remai on mortgage. 
In November, 1897, Antoine attended at Inman’s office and paid the £500 
ingold. The prisoner then suggested to Mrs. Keucher that she should 
invest £100 with a client of his on mortgage. She was persuaded into 
doing this, and received a receipt for the money. No mortgage was ever 
given to her. Of the £700 remaining on mortgage, £200 were paid off, 
leaving £500 still owing at the end ot 1898. Mrs. Keucher then desired 
to leave England, and she according instructed Inman to give notice that 
the £500 was to be paidoff. He did so, and arranged for the mortgage to 
be transferred to a building society, from whom he received a cheque for 
£500. This he paid into his own banking account, and, although Mrs. 
Keucher repeatedly applied for her money, all she received was small 
amounts by way of interest. As she could not obtain her money she was 
obliged to go into domestic service. The prisoner was committed for 


In the reports of decisions in the Courts of Ceylon in 1900 (says the 
Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation) is an account of an 
application probably wholly novel. The plaintiff, a member of the 
Municipal Council of Colombo, sued the defendant, Acting Mayor of the 
Council, for hbel. The defendant appointed a proctor (solicitor) to act 
for him, and instructed him to retain an advocate to appear for him. 
The proctor made an affidavit stating that the Acting Attorney-General 
and all the leading advocates practising on the civil side of the Colombo 
Courts had declined to act for him. Aavocate Eliott, for the defendant, 
applied to the court that counsel be assigned to the defendant. 
It was admitted that no retainer and no fee had been formally offered. 
The court refused the request, for the following reasons, given by 
Bonser, O.J.:—**The application is one, so far as I know, without a 
precedent in this island. 1t is said that the plaintiff has engaged a certain 
number of advocates whose names are mentioned, who are all respectable 
men in respectable practice, to appear tor him, and that others who are 
equally respectable have declined to appear for the plaintiff, because they 
are afraid that they may in some way or other be involved in litigation. I 
notice, too, that there are other members of the Bar of standing and 
position who have not been applied to by the defendant, and under these 
circumstances I do not see that there is any foundation whatever for this 
fuelication, oven if it had been quite clear that this court had the right to 
interfere. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaisraans 1x ATTENDANCE oO” . 
Mr. Justice 





Date Emerncency Apreat Courr Mr. Justice 
, Rora. No. 2. Kexewica. BYRNE. 
Monday, Aug. ......... 12 Mr. Farmér Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey Mr, R. Leach 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
z Cozens-Harpy. Farwetu. Buck.ey. Joyce, 
Monday, Aug. 12 Mr. @ Mr. Pemberton Mr. Church Mr. Jackson 


The Long Vacation will commence on Tuesday, the 19th day of August, and terminate 
m Wednesday, the 23rd day of October, 1901, both days inclusive. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Lone Vacation, 1901. 
Notice. 


During the vacation until further notice, all applications ‘‘ which may 
require fo be immediately or promptly heard,” are to be made to the 
judges who for the time being shall act as Vacation Judges. 

Courr Bustness.—Mr. Justice Joyce, one of the Vacation Judges, will, 
until further notice, sit in King’s Bench Court I., Royal Courts of Justice, 
at 11 a.m. on Wednesday in every week, commencing on Wednesday, 
14th of August, for the purpose of hearing such applications of the above 
nature as, according to the practice in the Chancery Division, are usually 
heard in court. 

No case will be placed in the judge’s unless leave has been 

viously obtained, or a certificate of coun t the case requires to be 
Immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, is left 
with the 8. ; 

The wh papers, relating to every application made to the Vacation 
Judges (see notice below as to Judges’ Papers), are to be left with the 
cause clerk in attendance, Chancery ’ Office, Room 136, Royal 
Courts of Justice, before 1 o’clock on the Monday previous to the day on 
which the application is intended to be made. When the cause clerk is 
not in attendance they may be left at Room 136, under cover, addressed to 
him, and marked outside Chancery Vacation Papers, or they may be sent 
by post, but in either case so as to be received by the time aforesaid. 
-Urcenr Marrers wasn Jupce nor Present 1x Court on CHAMBERs.— 
Application may be made in any case of urgency to the judge, » or 
by post or rail, prepaid, a by the brief of counsel, office copies 
of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, 
capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘ Chancery Official 
Letter : To the Registrar im Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Office, Royal 
Courts of Justice, lon. W.O.” ; 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, a a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge 
can be obtained on application at Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

Cuancery Cuamner Bustness.—The chambers of Justices Byrne and 
Buckley will be open for Vacation business on Tuesday, Wednesday, 
Thursday and Friday in every week, from 10 to 2 o’clock. — : 

Kine’s Bencn Cxamuer Bustness.—Mr. Justice Joyce will, until further 
notice, sit for the disposal of King’s Bench Business in Judges’ Chambers 
on Tuesday and Thursday in every week, commencing on ‘Thursday, the 
15th of August. , 

Pcuias ane Drvorce.—Summonses will be heard by the registrar 
the Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, every day during the 
vacation at 11.50. Motions will be heard by the registrar on Wednesdays, 
the Mth and 28th of August, the 11th and 25th of September, and the 9th 
of October, at 12.30. In matters that canvot be dealt with by a registrar, 
application may be made to the Vacation Judge by motion or summons. 

Boose nisi will be made absolute by the Vacation Judge on Wednes- 
days, the 2ist of August, the 11th of September, and the 2nd of October. 

A summons (whether before judge or registrar) must be entered at 
the registry, and case and papers for motion (whether before judge or 
registrar) and papers for making decrees absolute muet be filed at the 
registry before 2 o’clock on the preceding Friday. ; 

JupGe’s Parers FoR UsE in Court.—Onancery Drvision.—The eye | 
papers for the Vacation Judge are required to be left with the cause cler 
in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ Office, Room 136, Royal Courts 
of Justice, on or before 1 o’clock, on the Monday previous to the day on 
which the application to the judge is intended to be made : 

1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special leave granted by 
the judge. 

2 —T'wo copies of writ and two copies pleadings (if any), and any other 
documents shewing the nature of the application. 

3.—-Two copies of notice of motion. Tee , 

4.—Uffice copy affidavits in support, and also affidavits in answer (if 
any). ; 

3. —Solicitors are requested when the application has been disposod 
of, to apply at once to the judge’s clerk in court for the return of their 
papers. 


Norice to Soxrctrroks. 
The Chancery Registrars’ Office will be open daily, 













THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Aug. 15.—Moessrs. H, E. Fosrra & Cnanrievp, at the Mart, at 2:— 


LIFE INTEREST of a lady @0, to, Raeny Shed, geeiating Site pee cae, 
in M i £068 Reversion to a 
ou af rece Serato rota 2 & Quekett, London. 


REVERSIONS : 
To One-thirty-sixth of a Trust Fund, value and to One-fifty-fourth of 
‘ | ocr Mi producing £1,755 sr 3 47. Solicitor, J. W. B. 
Leasehold t , Producing £170 per annum; lady aged 97. Solicitors, 


Mesars. A. H. & Co., Romford. 
To One-tenth of a Trust Fund value £3,548; lady aged 55. (See particulars.) 
To One-tenth of a Trust Fund value £3,416; lady aged 68. ‘ 
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To One-fifth of a Trust Fund value £3,543; lady aged 55. Solicitors, Messrs 


Dei ‘Norman & Co., London. 

POLICIES = Ga, fe Mesers. Coode, Kingdon, & Cotton and 
SHARES. Solicitors, Messrs. Robins, Hay, Waters, & Hay, London. 

(Gee advertisements, this week, back page. 
Aug. 15.—Messrs, Stimson & Bons, at the rt, at 2, Freehold Properties, at East 
Bet mS alg «at = and Caddington Several of the 
let upon Leases. Solicitors, W. Hudson, Esq , and Mesers. Jordan 

wington, London. (See advertisement, August 3, p. 3.) 
RESULTS OF SALES. 


Messrs. H. E, Fostzn & Cranrirzxp have sold by private treaty the Haling Down 
Estate, Purley, which comprises about 61} acres with half a mile of frontage to the 
hton-road. The solicitors eae yee Bloomer, Currie, & Damian, London ; 
Messrs. Smallpeice & Co., Guildford. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.— Farivar, Aug. 2, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 


Cuaxiives ann Wiiioversy Carriace Tyre Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or 

before Sept 20, to send their names adaresses, and the satleuiene ¢ of their debts or 

F sae ae James A. Carse, 10, Norfolk st, Manchester. Gartside, Manchester, solor for 
quidator 

Cosmoronmitan Gop Mininc Co, Limirep (1 Liquipation)—Creditors in England are 

on or before Sept 30, prmy on or before Nov 30, to send their names 

particulars of their debts or claims, to Colonel Josiah Harris, 

8, Union ct, Old Broad st 


Epwanp Mayaut & Massey, Limirep (1n_ Liqvipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
2, to send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or 
cient re all Charles Atkins, 19, Queen st, Oldham. Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham, 
solors iq 
Gorena Tin Mrxix Co, Linrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 24, to send 
names gg eh ay of th their debts or claims, to Tom Wickett, 
Station Hill, Redruth. Daniell & Thomas, ea apne a= solors to liquidator 
H. & J. G. Surruson, Linrrzp—Creditors 2 . on or before Sept 16, to send their 
names and eses, and the lars of their debts and claims, to John George 
Smithson, Orwell House, Beverley rd, Hull. Woodhouse, Hull, ay for liquidator 
Loxpoyx oe Co, gee are required, on or before Sept 2, to send their 
names and iculars of their debts ont. claims, to Sidney &t. J. 
and Walter nde c/o Steadman & Van Praagh, 23, Old Broad st 
New Gop Coast Exrioration Co, Limirep (1x gm pe are required, on 
or befure Sept 15, to send their names and e particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John 8. - ke 10, Lincoln’s inn fields, Valpy & Co, 19, Lincoln’s inn 
fields, solors to liquidator 
— anp Craucuton Liserat Crus Co, Liuirep—Crediters are required, on or before 
26, to yoo their names and addresses, aud the ae of their debts or claims, 


to Ainley Hanmer, 15, Harrington st, Liverpoo! 

Oxtow axp CLaucHTon LiseraL Cius FournisHine "CO. D senteesinltiaiitiend are required, 
on —- Aug 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or 

to Thomas Ainley Hanmer, 16, st, Liverpool 

Surewspury anp Tatsor 8. T. Caz AND NoisELEss Tyre Co, Limirep—Creditors are 
required, on or before Sept 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 4 
cadet AR Howard Unwin, 24, Page st, Westminster. Hadden & Co, 6, 
New sq, yng ba ors for liquidator 

w. ¥ 4 - UCKER ag Co, Limrrzp—By an order made by Wright, J., dated July 9, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. Taylor & Co, 12, 
Norfolk st, Strand, solors for petner 

Woot Hive anp Skin Syxpic ATE, Lim1rEp—Oreditors are required, on or before Sept 14, 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 

= 39, Lombard st. Watson & Watson, 17, Fenchurch st, solors to liquidator 


London Gazette,—Turspay, Aug. 6, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarsep x CHANCERY. 
A. & J. Gattey, Limrrep (Tea Merchants, 8, Harp lane, E.C.; also carrying on business 
under the style of Buchanan & Co, Cardiff, and Newcastie, Staffs)—Creditors are 
required. on or before Aug 31, to send their names and addresses, and the the particulars 
oft their debts or claims, to Arthur Charles Bourner, Bush lane House, Cannon st 
British Westrauia SynvicaTe, Limirep—OCreditors are required, on or before Sept 10, 
to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
Water, Bramal 7 7-11, Moorgate st, Greenip & Co, 1 and 2, George st, Mansion Hotse 
solors uidato: 
Cocurane & od Limirep (1x VotuntTary sommnanned)— Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 14, to send their names and he particulars of their debts 
or claims, to an al + me Bank chmbrs, x tet st, Hull. Jackson & Co, 
But, solors for liquidator 
Crarox, Limrtep (1N bacon tte ene nen pe PM eng are required, on or before Sept 
9, to send their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 


Venning, 33, Old Broad st 
Javaut Co, Liairgp—Creditors are required, on pk before Aug 31, to send their names and 
the particulars of their debes and claims, to T. A. Jenkins, Commercial 

Rooms, Mincing lane. Bompas & Co, ra Great Winchester st, solors for liquidator 
Kxicut & Crowtuzr, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 16, to send their 
—e: addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to G. C. T. Parsons, 

more row, 

—- & Macvern, anagem pee are required, on or before Sept 14, to send 





¢ names and ad the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
Hateley ey Wareee, Blewitt & Co, Ly ee solors for liquidator 

W.&T. % at REIS, ——— re are required, on or — Sept in to send their 

names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Harold Mather, 10, 


Acresfleld, Bolton. Winders, Bolton, solors to liquidator 
County Pavating or LANCASTER. 
Luarep mm CHancERy. 
New Sre'amente Co, Limitzep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the illiam GC 


particulars of thetr debte or claims, to Wi 
Spencer, Central al bidgs, 41, North Joha st, Liverpool Mather 


for liq 
gesion eee yer 4 Co, Limitzp—Creditors are req on or before Oct 1, to send 
their names and reases, and ~ty -- bts or claims, to William 


particu 
, Central bidgs, 41, North John st, Liverpool Mather & Son, Liver- 
liquidator 


Crossman 
& Son, Liverpool, solors 


Crossman 
pool, solors for 








Waxnine To ego Hovss Purcuaszrs anp Lxsszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or rent a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported = by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 


Co, (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
quoted on ay ot ‘tull particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
** Sanitation,” London. Telephone, ‘‘ No. 316 Westminster.””—[Apvr. ] 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Ciaim. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 26. 


Broap.ey, LD gp Keynsham, Somerset Oct16 Evans v Straker, Kekewich,J Gabb & 
Walford, Abergavenny 
London Gazette.—Tvuespay, July 30, 
Gitvesriz, Sir Rosext, See, Kat. Sept 20 Greenshields v Gillespie, Farwell, J 
Bischoff, 4, Gt Winchester 
JEFFERY, Wituias FREDERICK, Birmingham, Solicitor Sept 14 Lewis v Jeffery, Keke- 
wich, J Hinds, Stourbridge 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 2, 


Morais Lin a Laten, Salop, Retired Grocer Sept 16 Lock v Morris, Kekewich, J 


Montford, 
WILLIs, Hewry, 2, , ~ rd Septé Willis v Willis, Byrne,J Bower & Co, 4, 
Bream’s bldgs, Chancery in 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, August 2. 


AppincTox, Tuomas, Eaton Sa:on, Beds, Farmer Sept 30 Wade-Gery, St Neots, Hunts 

Arpacs, Russet Drapes, Lie ndaff, Glam, Solicitor Sept3 Hyland & Co, Cannon at 

Baas, Joseru, North Shields, Coal Merchant Aug 21 Dickinson & Co, North Shields 

Baiyes, SEn1on, Uppingham,.’Baker Sept 23 Fowler, Uppingham 

Bagginaton, Rt Hon Percy, \Lord Viscount, Beckett, Berks Sept 1 Carlisle & Co, New 
sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Coprixeton, Avcusta Fre oxescA BeTHeLi, Torquay Oct 31 Johnsons & Co, New sq, 
Lincoin’s inn 


Craven, Bight Hon Euiry Many, Dowacer Soman or, Great Cumberland pl, Hyde 
Park Septi Carlisie & Go, New sq, Lincoln’s 


Crorrox, Epwarp, Black}pool Sept 6 Preston & Son, a 
Davipsoy, Josirx Lewis, South Kensington, Tailor Aug 31 Oliver & Co, Warwick st, 
Regent st 


Doss, Samvzt, Sherriff rd, West Hampstead Sept 10 Awdry, Great George st, West- 
minster 


Depason, Joun, Urswicl¢, nr Ulverston Oct 1 Gregson & Birbeck Wilson, Liverpool 
Duxes, Exxanoz, Wolstanton Aug 26 Adams, Tunstall 

Ex.iort, Joun Russe.t, Tynemouth, Shipowner Aug 22 Drury, Newcastle upon Tyae 
Frost, Joun Noeu, Leadenhall et, Solicitor Oct 1 Frost & Co, Leadenhall st 


Pornivau, Wittoverisy Cuanies, M.LOC.E., Barzstaple Oct 1 8 M & J B Benson, 
Ciement’s inn 

Goove, Wi1L1AM James, South Audley st, Grosvenor sq Aug 31 Faulkner, Chandos st, 
Cavendish sq 

Hopces, Emma, Leckhe mpton, Glos Aug 39 Witchell, Cheltenham 


Humunezeys, Joseru, )zhyl, Flint, Joiner Sept 14 Lewis, Rhyl 

Kast, ALBERT, Wool “Exchange, Merchant Sept1 Cruesemann & Rouse, Gracechurch st 

Kemp, ALEXANDER D.avipsoN, Bath Aug 31 Lydall & Sons, John st, Bedford row 

Lazzo1o, 8anan Emrty, Liverpool Aug 26 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

Lewis, HELEN, Hentleld, Sussex Aug3f£ Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

Marrianp, ALEXANDER, Aubert; Park, Highbury, Stock and Share Dealer Bept 5 
Edmonds & Ledingham, Ab erd 


le Aberdeen _ : 
Morcax, Janz, Liamfbangel-Croy.idin, Cardigan Sept 2 Davies, Aberystwyth 
Nespitr, Ceciuia, Uckfield, Sussex Sept1 Freshfields, New Bank bldgs, Old Jewry 


NEsa red ous THBERT oo Marlb srough Barracks, Dublin, Captain, H M 2ist Lancers 
Neish & Co, Watling 
Nu mm. cdane Grorcz, Fulham Sept 16 Watson & Son, Chancery In 


OxcHarD, Daman Keevil, Wilts, Lice wed Victualler Aug 31 Alexander & Co, Melk- 
ilte 


Osmowp, Gzonce, Hampstead Sept 14 Lambert, Queen Victoria st 
Owen, Witu14m, Barmouth, Tinman { sept1 Pybus, Barmouth 
Peppu Bishop A Guiness, Tindale cres, nr Bishop Aucklaad, Yeoman Aug 30 Jennings, 


"OO Epwarp Francis 4 foun, Exrwood Hall, Cheshire Sept1é Witham 


& Co, Gray’s inn eq 
Rip Gens, hemgytdes® Sutton, Farmer . hugi0 Bayley, Basingstoke 


Rous, Herserr Sousrn, Wacthenth, Ve wnish Manufacturer Sept 4 Arno!d & White, 


Gt Marlborough s' : 
Sarrn, Gzorce, Steventon, Hants Sept 10 Lamb & Co, Basingstoke 
Srencer, Tuomas, Ryton, Durham Sept‘. Brown & Son, Newcastle on Tyne 
are = de Sapwex, Abersychan, } fon, Schoolmaster Oct 10 Bythway & bon, 
= Pemenean, Pinners cour 6, Old Broad at, Solicitor Sept16 Kerly & Co, 


in 
Wasp, Danie, fam, Grocer Aug2i Rogers, Chancery In 


Waruisuam, Exizaseru, New North rd, ] Joxton Aug 31 Beckingsale & Co, Copthall a¥ 
Waireman, Witu14m Hevay, Croydon | 3ept 14 Philpott, Bartholomew close 
Wuirworrs, Mary Axx, Littleborough, Lancs, Milliner Sept 7 Chadwick, Rochdale 
Waicut, Fran, Pleasley hill, Notts, Bab or Aug 3l Rhod&, Nottingham 

Yensury, Mary, High rd, Kilburn Sept 7 Cooper, Budge row, Cannon st 

London Gasett s.—Tusspay, August 6, 

Astat, Many, Bristol Sept6 Stone &( 'o, Bath 

Batis, Gzorce, Walthamstow Oct1 C lifford & Co, Finsbury pavement 

Bayer, Many Any, Abbey Wood, Kent Sept3 Smith & Co, Aldersgate st 
Canrwricut, Mary Axx, Harrogate A og15 Raworth, Harrogate 

Cavsroy, Joszru, Craven hill, Paddingt m Sept 13 Minet & Co, King William st 
Cuaspies, Exizaseru, Southport Sept 32 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Cuanpiss, Georus, Southport Sept12 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 


Suse 
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Cuanrry, Riouarp, Albert rd, Dalston, Commercial Clerk Sept 3 Oxley & Coward, 
CuaRLEswortH, Awx, Ingbirchworth, nr Penistone, Yorks Aug 31 Sykes & Co, 


0) 
Coury, Davip, King st, 8t James Oct 1 Desborough & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 
Cures. Extey Hernzisan, Tunbridge Wells Sept 20 Neave & Bretherton, Tunbridge 


Dz’ArH, Gzoncz H, MRCS, LRCP, Buckingham Aug 3i Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Earoveu, James, Blackburn, Potato Merchant Sept7 & & B Haworth, Blackburn 
a creel Wanner, Mildmay park Sept 10 Lydall & Sons, Johu st, Bedford 


one, “Geonee, Barnsbury, Draper Sept 23 Windsor & Co, Jewry st, Aldgate 

Frakes, Manta Curistina, Bradford Sept 21 Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 

Gaye, Axx, Weston super Mare Augi7 Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 

GuseRt, Joun, Twickenham Sept 30 Marchan: & Co, College st, Cannon st 

Hanpuey, Groras, Salford, Brewer’s Traveller Sept 18 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

Hanrer, Mary Any, Cheltenham Sept9 Dighton, Cheltenham 

Haves, Rev Henry, Canvey Island, Essex Sept? Hatten & Asplin, Grays 

Hinst, Joun, Thurgoland, nr Sheffield, Joiner Sept 1 Laycock & Skinner, Sheffield 

pm Secu, Stormont rd, Clapham Common Sept {16 Dauncey & Sons, Newport, 
on 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 30. 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Hissarp, Gzorcs, Ardwick, Manchester, Concreter 
chester Adjud Oct 24, i900 Annul July 24, 1901 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Aug 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| BEARPARK, JOSEPH, Kingston upon 
~ | Bewyerr, Leon, Al 
| Doveas, ALYRED JAMES, Bye ya 


| Carey st 
Fenwick, Epwi, Princes 


AsraHams, Ernest Goipsmip, Old Burlington st, Company 


Promoter High Court Ord June 8 


Arrersury, H, ine ln, Hornsey High Court Pet | 


July 6 
Baxer, Hexsenrt, "Whaley Bridge, Cheshire, Licensed | 
Victualler Stockport Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Batu, Henry Steruen Morris, Wellington Salup, Coach- | 
builder Madeley Pet Jaly 31 Ord July 31 


Buicut, } ny pat Copthall ay High Court Pet May 21 
Ord July 30 | 


y 
CuEEsBROUGH, JOHN, Castleford, Butcher Preston Pet | 
July 30 Ord July 30 
DarbysHIRE, —— Hawarden, Flint, Farmer Chester Pet 
July 31 Ord July 31 
Davison, , ys Aston. en, Butcher Birming- | 
ham Pet July 31 Ord July 3 
Witson, and mess Henry eaetae, 
ie, Cheltenham, Plumbers Chel Pet 
Suly 31 Ord July 31 
Gazrarp, Cuag.es EAcie, HM Prison, _Springficla, Essex, 
Colches'er Pet July 31 Orda July 
=, Exnvest Cuar_es, Burton on “rent, ee 
Burton on Trent Pet July 30 Ord Jul 
Hux, Ey, Birmingham pong, Mw tee bad Birming- 
ham Pet July 30 Mond July 


Kay, —, Eccles, Lancs, Tailer's Maneger Salford Pet | 


July 30 Ord July 30 
a dog Tuomas, Stockport, ay Hay Dealer | 
Stockport Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


a~" CuaRLEs Wi..iam, Uxbridge rd, Sb ny at 


h, Builder High Court Pet July 15 a 
Lez, yt Rossiinc, Wisbech 8t Peter, 
——- Agent King’s Lynn Pet Me 
y 


Mave, Wit11am Gzorce, een, Butcher Maidstone | 
Pet July 30 Ora July 30 

Margs, ApRaHAM, Stoney ln, Houndeditch, China Dealer | 
High Court Pet Juy 30 Ord July 30 

Morrs, Cuartes Henny, Paignton, Devon, Tailor 

ish Dealer Sheffield 


Plymouth Pet July 30 O:d ** 80 

ston, Jouyn Tuomas, Sheffield, F 

Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Parry, Owen, Criccieth, Carnarvonshire, Builder Port- 
madoc Pet July 16 ‘Ord J July 30 

Pairs, WALTER LAZARUS, -- Surgeen High 
Court Pet May2t Ord July 31 

Piayck, Waures, Beauchamp rd, Lavender Hill, 
Architect Wandsworth Pet July 5 Ord July 80 

Paicz, Eowix, New Sriniee, Wilts, Boot Dealer Swindon 

Pet Jwy 12 Ord July 


“19 bide 


Summers, Jou, Fleur de ‘ie. Mon, Collier Tredegar Pet 


July 31 Ord July 31 
Tus, James Water, Lewisham Greenwich Pet June 18 


Jul 
Tinker, = Dukinfield, Cheshire, Boilermaker | 
Ashton under Lyne Pet July 29 Ord July +9 
Tuner, Sg and oe EXANDER TURNER Wilton rd, | 
ts z t 
}-, Ont elo — erchants High Court Pet July 
Unsworrn, on el caaley, Lancs, Grocer Bol-on Pet 
duly17 Ora July 
Wasr, E, Birminghem, eyytie Merchant Birmingham 
Pat July 2 Ord Jul: 
HIELDON, HERBERT, Bmalltborae Siaffs, Grocer Hanl 
arth duly 31 Ord July 31 ‘ ~ 
LE, ALBERT, Bi am, Dra; Birmingham Pet | 
July 29 Ord Jul uly 29 . wad ~ 
Amended notice substituted for that paents in the 
London Gazette of July 26 
Bcorr, Wittiam Henry, Tobacconist Wind- | 
sor Pec June 26 Ord July 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Lucas, Cuantes, Red Lion st, Holborn, Glass Manu- 
facturer High Court Rec Ord Mays Reso July 31 











FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aug 15 Carey st | 
atit Off Trini‘ House jn, ul 
aa Mon sn Aug 9 at 


Castle st, Long 
Aug 13 at Ly yt —+ bldgs, 


Aug 9 
12 135, Tigh ot Ment 
Acre, Carman 


st, Hanover sq, Tailor Aug 15 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


| Apranams, Ennest Got, —~ry Old Burlington st, Comeeny | PLAYER, 
Promoter 2.30 - bidgs, Pet J 
Hull, Master Mariner | Ranv, James Horatio, 


Forster. WALTER Hit., Lowestoft, Auctioneer Aug 9 at | 
Off King st, Norwich 


12 Ree, 8, 
| Frost-Foster, CHARLes Augi13at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, | 


Carey st 
| Gomme: Joun Tuomas, Begineien. G Gastitter Aug 12 at | 


11 174, Corporation st, ._ 
Ha.ewoop, Jouy, Lipacre, nr Liverpool, Boot Dealer 
Aug 14at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Hess_ecrave, ArTuur Bexx, and Waiter Hess.ecrave, 
Crookes, emit Masons Aug 12 at 11 Off Rec, 


Hips, Epwarp Coton, Kingston on iy = Tailor 
Aug 9 at11.30 24, Railway ap», London B 

—— eas HENRY, shetield, Plumber sane If ot 11.90 

Rec, Figtree ln, Sheftield 

Leann Wst0x, 0 Builder Aug 12 at 12 Off 





| Manven, 
11 9, King st, Maidstone 
Marston, Georcs, Waleall, Police Constable Aug 12 at 4 
Off Rec, haf egy Se 
| Mitts, — pena, om So Sah eatent Aug 12 at3 
‘em 
Nascu, Witiiam, Pandora ‘West Hampstead Aug 13 
et 12 Bankruptcy 
| Poste, Wittiam, Norwich, Beer Retailer Aug 9 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 8. King st, Norwich 
RieramUuuen, Gorruies, Wood Green, Commercial 
— Aug 9at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
‘emple av 


| Tuorntox, James Wi..1amM, Huddersfield. Hot Water 
nee illiam 
Rec, st, Bol 
reh 11 Ord July 30 
8 Kensington 
Baxer, Hexpert, Whaley 
Guildford 
July24 OdJul 
=o J 8, Ua diff, "Builders Cardiff Pet July 16 Ord 
| Davisom, Grorce, ‘Avten, Birmis 
ridge, A hue, Painter 
Chel: am, Plum! Pet July 31 Ord 
ants Bury 8t Edmunds 
Pot July 11 Ord July 29 
| Hn. Emity, Birmingham Pet July 30 
x 
7) 
a baly 
July 29 


Surrk, Wittiam, Walsall, Tanner Aug i2at3 Off Rec, 
Wolverhampton 
eer 18 at 11 Off Rec, 19, John W: 
st, H dersflela < 
Guetene Tuomas, aten, Grocer Aug 13 at 3 Off 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
| aoe Waren Herman, Eastbourne High Court 
Ayrouyx, Roger Sincvar, atin 
High Goose” Pot masch 1p” Ord July 23 
Bridge, re Licensed 
Vic'us, stockport Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Beowe 3 Frepenrick, A Coal Merchant 
CneEsBrouGH. JOHN, Ctatietor, Butcher Preston Pet 
July 80 Ord Jury 
y 2 
Danrpysuirs, Joun, eeeaten, Flint, Farmer Ciester Pet 
July 31 Ord July 3 
S - gagaae Butcher 
Pet July 31 Oras 
DerbysuiRE, ALFRED, Bamber B 
Preston Pet July17 Ord July 30 
Dooaoop, Tom Witson, and Wittiam Hexry Doocoop, 
Cheltenham 
July 81 
Fiz.p, Daemens Henry, and Ricnarp Esnest VENEss, 
8t Edm it Merch: 
Hest, Ernest Cuarves, Burton on } ent 
Barton on Trent an uly = “San sely a 
Birmingham 
Lanes, Tailor’s Manager Salford Pet 
Stockport, Cheshire, Corn Dealer 
Butcher Maid- 
iy @ 20 Ord July Der Py. 
Morrs. ARLES on Tailor ho 
mouth Pet July 20 "Ord "Ord Tuly 30 


Jonzs, Mancaret, Conway Sept9 Porter & Amphlett 

Krrxianp, Wii11am Scort, Liverpool Aug 20 Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool 

_Kyox, Puapemes Cuartes NorTHianp, Ramsgate Sept 21 Caprons & Co, Savile pl, 

Larxine, Eoear Epwrx, Jermyn st Sept 1 Webber, Tedworth sq, Chelsea 

Locker, Josian, Newhall, Derby, Joiner Sept 26 J & WJ Drewry, Burton on Trent 

Mureny, Dante, Josera, High st, Wapping, Coal Whipper Sept 10 Whitgreave, 
East Arbour st 


Nerriesuir, WitttAm Franots, Trafalgar sq Sept 12 Eland & Co, Trafalgar sq 

Newman, Saran, Littlemore, Oxford Sept 30 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Parsoné, Epwarp Wiiiiam, Cannon st, Blectrician Sept 2 Forster-Cooper, Moorgate st 

Paci, Epwarp, Liverpool, Corn Merchant Sept 16 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 

Pirt, fon Goer, Sutherland gdns, Maida Vale Sept 29 Sweetland & Greenhill, Fen- 
ur 


Betway, Amecia, Ealing Sept 14 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 

Suove, Wii1aM, Birkenhead, Wheeiwright Sept10 Lewis & Co, Liverpool 

Surru, IsaseLa, Southport Sept1 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Treoan, Mary Ans, Tregajorran, Ilogan, Cornwall Sept 13 Thomas, Camborne, 
Wappixeron, Wittiam, Wigan, Hotel Keeper Aug 31 John Wall, Wigan 


PanisH, Joun 5 eee Sheffield, Fish Dealer Sheffield 
Pet J Ord July 
oh, Briatal, Woollen Merchant Bristol 
uly 26 urd Jul: Gute 
" wom, Provision Merchant 
Pet July8 Ord 
Rosinson, RicHarp AR, 5 ae row, Merchant 
Gigh Court Pet Muy 3 Ord July 31 
Rosson, IsaBELLA JANE, Licensed Victualler 
Li Pet July 12 oF — 
Rosson, Rosset, Gainford, Darlington Stockton on 
Tees Pet June 24 On yal 27 
Scorr, Wiu.am Henry, » Tobacconist 
Windsor Pet June 26 “Ord July 27 
| Somngnen, cone, Poe SS de lis, Mon, Collier Tredegar Pet 
2, Ord Boiler Maker 
Lyne Pet July 29 ~=s 29 
Grocer Hanley 
Oldham Pet June 29 


| TinKER, eas 
Ashton 
WHIELDON oe he OH 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Woop, Witiiam, Oldham, Joiner 
Ord July 30 
London Gazette.—Tuespay, Aug 6 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| Benesvenm, a Mexbrough, Yorks Sheffield Pet 
A A 


Sead = Weonen, Maidstone, Butcher Aug 14at | 





Buco "Agunns, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Auctioneer 

Poole Pet May 30 Ord Augl 
Evans, Davin Ricuarps, Manufac- 
Builder Ponty- 


Pet July 31 Oud ao S 
P a. 
aaa — .~¥ Bradford, Painter Brad- 
ford Pet Augl Aug i 
quaeme CHartes Henny, amend Lines, Miller 
re anes Ord Aug 2 
st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet 
Hirp, pen eRe, General Dealer Bradford 
Pet Aug1 Ord A 
ATKIN, Lancs High Court Pet 
Jan 24 2 
Jouns, CHARLES WEEKS, In, Public house Manager 
High Court Pet 


ans 1 Aug 2 
Kaupani, Rasussp E& 
chester 


turer 
Evans, Evan Davin, Ton 
1 


rida Pet 


Homrray, 


Manchester, Shipper Man- 
Pot July 28 : Ord July 31 

Krveston, Tuomas J. Staffs, Boot Dealer 

Walsall oe iy 31° Ord July 31 


Snumons, C, 
Pet July 12 Ord 


Sue pey, Jour —e Nigam, Goer Derby Pet 


Srriac, Tuomas, Melton Mowb: 
Leicester Pet July 29 Ord Augi 
Tucker, — bans a 
tone Henry 5 ee Walsall, Grocer Leicester 
Pet July 23 Ord July 31 
Wareeee Wim, ‘s Stortford High Court 
Cabinet Maker 


uly 9 Qed Aug 1 
Witxs, Jacos, Manchester, 
Manchester . ea Ord July 31 
em Mantle 
Maker ’ High Court Pet July 1 “tian 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Baru, Henny Streresn Mosnzis, Hadley, Coach- 
me tA 14 at 1.30 Gounty Court Office. 
Bryyoy, Jouy, Sa Aug 14 at 
off si, Swansea 
Berks, Provision Dealer 
Oxford 


Wess, 


wh, Ys 
Aug léat12 1, 8 
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Doogoop, Tom Witsox, and Wiit1am Henry Doocoop, 


Cheltenham, Decorators 
Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Forpuam, Cuaries Leonarp, Rochford, Essex, Butcher 
Aug l4at3 95, Temple chmbrs, Tem: emiple av 
Grover, Samuz.. Manningham, Bradf Painter Aug 
15at11 Off Rec. 31, Mavor row. Bradford 
Hinp, Apert Epwin. Skipton. Yorks. General Soon 
Aug 15 at 1130 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
— Joun Wirtiam, Bradford, Wool Washer auglé 
atll Off Rec. 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Prick, ALBERT, Stourbridge, School Attendarce Officer 
A 18 at 1,30 Wall and James, Hagley 1d, Stour- 
bi , Solici*ors 
SHELLARD, Joun Tuomas, Woodgate, Leicester, Shoemaker 
Aug 15 at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Suort, E F, Mouvt Pleasant avg 13 at 1.15 Off Rec, 
Eodless st, Salisbu'y 
SavTtrtewortn, Frep, Padiham, Laves, Painter Aug 15 
at 10.80 Excharge Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
BSrricc, Tuomas. Melton Mowbray, Licensed Victualler 
Aug 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Tucksr, Louis Witiiam, Eastville, Bristol Aug 14 at 12,30 
Off Rec, Beldwin st, "Bristol 
ToRNER, Davin, and ALEXANDER TURYER 2, Wilton rd, 
, Provisi on Merchants Aug 15 at 1 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Garey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Benesrorp, Witt1AM, Mexbrough, Yorks Sheffield Pet 
Augl Aug 1 
Evays, Davin Ricnanrps, Dudley, en op ae Manufac- 
turer Dudley Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Evans, Evan Davin, Seepeaty, Glam, Builder Ponty- 
pridd Pet Aug i Ord Aug 
Samvet, Rae oer. l Bradford, 
ford Pet Augi Ord Augl 
Cuartes Henry, Nocton, Lines, Baker 
Aug2 Ord Aug? 
Hiep, Ausert Epwy, + a General Dealer Bradford 
Pet Augi Ord Aug i 
Hunt, Marruew, Keighley, Yorks, Innkeeper Bradford 
Pet July 22 Ord Augi 
Overenp, Jonny Wittiam, Bradford, Wool Washer Brai- 
ford Pet Jnly 3i Ord July 31 
Price, Eowix, New Swindon, Wilts, Boot Dealer Swindon 
Pet July 12 Ord Aug i 
Rimmer, Tuomas Epwiy, — i Pork Butcher Liver- 
Aug 2 Ord Aug 2 
Row anps, Davin, Oswestry, re Cattle Buyer 
Wrexham Pet Augi Ord Augi 
Suaw, James Aunerr, Dinting, ny Grocer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug 2 
Smepiey, Joun Wittiam, Nottingham, Grocer Derby Pet 
Aug 2 Ord Aug 2 
Spricc, Tuomas, Melton ye Licensed Victualler 
Pet July 29 Ord Aug 
Tucker, Lov -” Wituiay, Eastville 1 bristol Pet Aug 1 
Ord A 


ug 1 
Wixs, Jacos, Cheetham, Manchester, Cabinet wae | 
Manchester Pet July 31 Ord July 31 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Srewanrt, Jonx, Hulme, Manchester, Commercial Traveller | 
Manchester Adjud June 23,1897 Annul July 31, 1901 | 


Aug 15 at 1115 County 


GLover, Decorator 
Brad 


GREENFIELD, 
Lincoln 





All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated | 


by the name of the writer. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post | 


age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, | 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 


Journal with regularity, it is requested that 








application be made direct to the Publisher. 
| AW.— Wanted, Assistant Conveyancing 

4 Clerk (unadmitted), with at least ten years’ ex- 
perience ; age about 35; City office.—Write, stating qualifi- 


estions and omaty required, M., care of Street’s Agency, 
30, CornHfill, EC 





XECUTORSHIP and TRUSTEES’ 

4 ACCOUNTS.— Assistance Offered by Experienced 

Accountant in Writing Up Books _ Compiling State- 

ments of Accouat.—H. R, N., care of Housekeeper, 110, 
Cannon-street, E.C, 


M4DaME AUBERT Introduces Daily and 
Resident English and Foreign Governesses, Lady 
Professors, Chaperons, Chaperons’ Companions, Lady 
Housekeepers, Secretaries, for British Isles, Geasinent, 
Africa, America, Asia, Australasia; Schools and ] a 
tional Homes Recommended.—141, Regent-street, W. 
LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
For Vacancies in Town and Country, or for Introiduc- 
tions to Gentlemen requiring above, apply to 
J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
Puwtnershiy Agent and Law Oosts Draftaman. 
} 7, GRAY’S INN PLACE, W.C. 
| Late or 63, Cuancery Lang. 
| N.B.—MOBTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 





EDE AND SON, 
MAKERS. 





BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





| ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


| Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


FIRST-RATE. BOARDING HOUSE, 


| 36, GOWER STREET, W.C. 


| whole or partial, at Moderate Prices. 
Address, PROPRIETOR. 


In cloth gilt, 3s, 6d.; by post, 33, 9d. 


RIDGE WHIST: Its Whys and Where- | 
fores. The Game clearly ex ent and taught by 
t* instead of by Rule a ith IUustrative 4 
| printed in Colours. By C. MELROSE. Also by th 
| same Author (and uniform wien “ Bridge Whist’”’ ia size, 
plan, and price), *‘ Solo Whis«’’ and “ Scientific Whist.”’ 


London: L. UPCOTT GILL, 170, STRAND, W.C. 


| 
| A Gentleman has a few Vacancies for Men. 
| 
| 











Board, 


| 
4 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited, 
LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 


Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
; LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 


Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON. | Secretaries. 


10, 





NENERAL  REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


No. 2% PALL MALL. LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep rrom 5 WHITEHALL.) 


Established 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 
Share and Debenture Capital £647,970. 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 








CHAIRMAN : 
Sim HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, 
2, Mitze-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


Bart., 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
ingpeone Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 

Interest for Loans Reduced. Cent. 

Preference Shares £10 each ; Interest 4} per Cent. 

Deposits a at 3, 3}, and 4 per Cent. 


Prospectus free of 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(EstasitisHep 1828), 
Purchase Reversio’ Interests in Real and Personal 


Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, ani 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 


The ong has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard, to 
. COLEMAN STREET -C. 





INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, 
WANSTEAD. 


Patron—His Masesty tHe Kina, 
Bankers—Messrs, Wiit1ams, Deacon, & Co. 

This Institution—founded in 1827—requires £18,000 pet 
annum to maintain the 600 children—orphans of persons 
once in a fair position—which it benefits year by year. 

Anpual Subscriptions from Half-a-Guinea, or Life Sub- 
scriptions from Five Guineas, entitle the donors to vote at 
| all Elections. 

Bequests of £100 and upwards entitle the Executors to 
| Life Votes. A, — NG GREEN, Secretary. 
Offices : 63, Ludgate-hill, E.C 


ADAME TUSSAUD’ 8 EXHIBITION, 
x Baker-street Station.—PORTRAIT MODEL of SIB 
ALFRED MILNER, +h Commissioner of South Africa; 
PRESIDENT = ; LORD SALISBURY; the 
oe — Mr. J. CHAMBERLAIN ; CAPTAIN 


| Mr. J. hy DARLING, Cates of of the Australian Team of 
GRAND HISTORICAL TABLEAUX, REPRESENTING 
IMPORTANT EVENTS in ENGLISH HISTORY. 
VISCOUNT HINTON eh Ay ORIGINAL PIANO 
Orchestral Performances. Organ Recitals. 


ape Quartette. 
Admission, 1s.; Chil under 12, 6d. Extra Rooms, 64. 


Music, 








—_—_ 
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ECP ROBAT | EVALUAT (IONS } 
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mend our Fiem to Executors and 


requiring Valuations. 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, coe E.C., and 17 & 18. 


= Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 


others 


LONDON, W. 


ESTABLIGHED 1772. 


PINK & 8 
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EXC 


LIBER 


THE 


FIDEL!" 


Suital 
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Hort 
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bet oS 
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